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ADVERTISEMENT... . * 


THE reader will eafily perceive that the greateſt - 
part of the following letters has been long fince 
printed: unexpected delays alone are the cauſe of 
' their late appearance. Such as they are, the author 
"now preſents them to the candid world. By their ſuffra- 
ges he is willing to be judged : and to their advan- 
tage he wiſhes to dedicate the beſt of his endegvours. 
His motto, and he hopes, his principle is, magna ef 
veritas. If the ideas contained in theſe letters be 
agreeable to this, he makes no doubt but—greva- _ 
lit. On any other terms, he would not attempt to 
court their favour : wen drag... 
ſolicits heir nur. 
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the reader, by undue arts, in favour of the 
cauſe in which I am ex jd Tyan | 


aptly wt ay wb him a juſt r 
of thoſe circumſtances, which have called 


A few months ſince I met with Mr. 
Niſbett's Treatiſe on the Miraculous Con- 
\ ception, in reply to Dr. Prieſtley's obſerva- 

tions on the ſame ſubject, in the Theological 
Repoſitory. I read it through with a ſtrong 
prepoſſeſſion in favour both of the author and 
his cauſe, Of the former, on account of his 
#00! „ mildneſy 


p_ 


„ 5 
mildneſs and candour; and of the latter, be- 
cauſe I was previouſly of the ſame opinion, 
and thought gi e renin 
Mr. Niſbett's arguments. | 

I. muſt confeſs, I had not, at that time, at- 


tended properly to the arguments which Dr. 


Prieſtley had advanced. Indeed, I regarded -- 


the ſubject as indiſputable, founded on the con- 


curring teſtimony of two evangeliſts, and 


affected with no difficulties, ariſing either from 
the fact itſelf, or the circumſtances with 
which it was accompanied. = 
This, I may be told, affords no pre- 
ſumption either of the depth of my penetra- 
tion, or the extenſiveneſs of my inquiry. 1 


acknowledge the charge; and can make no 
dcother excuſe for myſelf, but that it did not 


fall in my way to engage in the diſcuſſion 
of this part of the goſpel-ſyſtem. 1 
Mr. Niſbett, however, awakened my at · 
tention. As I. am feldom contented with a 
ſingle reading of an author whoſe ideas ac- 
cord with my own (a frailty, I fear, too 
common. wn men) T wok up, in-an evil 

hour, 


ts 1 


hour, perhaps, Mr. Niſbetts pamphlet a 
cog time b 5-agnlde parece 
He: chimes: e e ** 

Finding, in this, the evidence of 1 
tius ſo plain and expreſs. in favour of a doc- 
trine concerning which Mr, Niſbett informed . 
me, that Dr. Prieſtley had led the world to 
imagine the Father was totally ſilent, I be- 
gan to conclude that what had been told me, 
by one of the clergy, was not totally un- 
founded; that Dr, e ee EO | 
moſt unfair among authors. ' : 

But, as 1 had ben accuſtomed e think 
better of Dr. Prieſtley, - I apprehended it 
would not be labour loſt both to examine the 
paſſage quoted from Ignatius, and to lock 


into the writings of Dr. Prieſtley himſelf, - 


that it might be known whether he was ſo 
unfair a writer as he had been repreſented, 
Q conſulted the paſſage. I found it to be 
a known and acknowledged forgery ; and, 
Amen I told Mr. Niſbett, in 

41790 Sig . 


161 

a pfivate letter, - onen from warm and im- 
N api, that it was ſo. 
. 
nnd where is abe harm in all this? I myſelf 


thought of none; and, as I gave Mt. Niſbett 


my name and addreſs, I formed no expec- 
tation, but that he would either comply with 
the requeſt contained in it, which was to 
 atknowledge his error by the channel of 
the Reviews (a method not unfrequently 
practiſed, and which would reflect no diſ- 
honour upon any author) or affign to me, 
in the ſame private manner, his reaſons why 
— ORE RS I208, 17 U 
/ The letter, 1 acknowledge, was not writ- 
ten with that guarded accuracy, either as to 
ſentiment or expreſſion, which ſhould render 
dt fit to appear before the public, As to 
ſentiment, indeed, 1 do not know ef any 
thing materially - wrong in "it, except a 
venſure paſſed opon thoſe of the clergy of 
the church of England, who have a&ed un- 
handfomely in their controverſies with Dr. 
Prieſtley; but * by being expreſſed in 


rad 


Wat, | 
general terms, might be made to extdhd, 8 
contrary to fact, and to my own intention, 
to the whole body of the clergy, indiſcti- 
minately -. With reſpect to the latter, the 
careleſſneſs of ſtyle in the following pages 
will naturally" lend to the weacdadee dere 

haſty letter muſt be incorrect indeed. + 
— that I ſhall.be calily 

credited;” when 1 declare, upon my honeſt 
word, I had not the ſmalleſt ſuſpicion, that 
this letter would be ae WM the 
Pee sf 1999 

| Tat bole mes oe. As Gd 
as Mr. Niſbett had received it, a firſt rough 
draught as it was, full of blots and eraſures, 
of a mere haſty effuſion ; he, imagining that 
I had preſerved no copy, immediately, without 
aſking my conſent, determined to print it. Of | 
this, eee eg *. en ſions. 


ation. 


1 esel Bun un Iesy b eh. 
(word, i «exe of ned the we. 
| eb A4 CORY To 


\ 


„ 1 
To prevent ſuch a compoſition. from 
appearing before the public, I wrote to him, | 


(January 26th) within Two pays after re- 


ceiving his letjer, a reply, ſtrongly urging the 


impropriety -of ſuch a publication, and ac- 
quaidting him that the letter in queſtion was 


intended for his private uſe only; — but at the 
ſame time telling him, that if, contrary 10 
my wiſbes, he was, nevertheleſs, determined 
upon printing it; I had then ſent him a 
corredted copy, in in which ſeveral expreſſions 
were altered, and W n duly . 


ſoftened. 


To this I W 674 a reply, dated the 
thirty-firſt, in which Mr. Niſbett informed 


me, that he could not publiſh this. corrected 


copy; the other being printed off, togtther with | 

the greateſt part of his anſwer to it. 
I beg the reader to obſerve that only 

1 dais had elapſed from the time of 


ſending my firſt letter (which was dated the 


eleventh of January) receiving Mr. Niſbett's 
reply, and writing mine in return; and that 
ts eee 


FE . 11 

date than the thirty-firſt of the fame ad. 
And yet in bis pamphlet, the publication f 
which he announced to me /o late as the twenty 
firſt of February, he ſays* (ſpeaking of my i 
letter only) this is the waoLs of the correſ- 
pondence which I have had with Mr. Pope fr? 
How fair and ingenuous this is, let Mr. 
Niſbett himſelf and the public determine. 
the meaſure he has taken, on the principle 


* 


| | * p. 16. | 
Mr. Niſbett, indeed, _acknowledges, in a note to. | 
p 49, the receipt of a ſecond letter from me, expreſing 


my diſapprobation of his publiſhing the former, and 


incloſing (if he was determined, contrary to my wiſhes, 
to print the letter) a correfted copy; but he ſays, u 
arrived too late. Would not any one think, from this 
account, that I had writing to him for a 
conſiderable time? But as, by his own letter, it appears 


chat he had not begun to print on the twentieth of 


January; and his receipt of my ſecond letter was on 
the thirty-firſt ; as both he and'myſelf refide in-country - 
places, remote from' a poſt town, fo that the letters_ - 
addrefled to me (and I ſuppoſe thoſe to him) fre- 
br ah ang. 


— 1 


[ 10 J 
chat, if che letter in queſtion had been written 185 
to him merely fo corrett a miſtake (and this 
I'moſt-ſeriouſly declare was the - only deſign 
of it) without any / mixture f ſevere * cenſure, 
Ir would not have put himſelf to the expenſe of 
this "mode of vindication. But (ſays he) 1 
«could not ſuppoſe myſelf bound to privacy, 
ee when he took ſuch liberties with my cha- 
« racter, and e n as he has 
« done. 
11 . 4 PEN es help PEP that if 
Mr. Niſbett had not been much affected with 
that peculiar irritability which has, for about 
r. months bs paſs * ſomewhat e 


* 204 


nt i NL Eg'*: Mo 
| two hundred and fifty miles ; eleven days are, methinks, 
no long time to wait, in a matter which required no 
deſpatch, and from the delay of which he could have 
nothing to fear either as to intereſt or reputation. That 
In this ſhort time he ſhould not only have written, but 
printed forty-eight pages, ſhows ſuch a degree of preci- 
— pitation, as is hardly conſiſtent with his declaration, that 
| nn 
e n meal. 


my # ® * = < a. 
—Y 
#1 
F &S 
- 
7 


— ͤ— —— — — — — ͤ— 


| and the circumſtances accompanying it; that 


> th 


E 
ne de Engliſh cledgy, his own good ſenſe 
would have ſuggeſted to him, that, in the 
caſe of any fault, the reprehenſion due to it 
ſhould bear an analogy" to the fault itſelf, — 


if the liberties of which he coinplains, had 

been publicly taken, public remark would 
have been neceſſary; but, as they were pri- 
_ vate only, and of ſuch a fort as involved no 
diſugreenble conſequences” to him where 
was the propriety” of bringing before” the 
vworzld, that which was, virtually, nothing more 
than a private room converſation? Would 
Mr. Niſbett expoſe a man in the public 
newſpapers for haſty words dropped in his 
preſence only? I muſt conſeſa I do not ſee = 
any thing in this conduct which 3 | 
be called either fair, or-gentieman-like.' ' 

If he had at all remonſtrated e ht 
fore he had formed this determination, he 
ſhould: have received, either /reaſonsfar:my 
continuing in the ſame ſentiments, or a cn - 
did acknowledgment of my miſtakes, For 
L have not choſen the motto from Eraſmus 
| : mamerely 


1 


merely as a beautiful paſſage, biotic very, 
Principle by which, I hope, | I have hitherto 
conducted, and ſhall continue, by the aſſiſt - 
ance of the beſt of beings, Or n 
in all my inquiries. 
Wa aving, however, al prveticns of this 
Meese of Met Niſbett's honing; re- 
fuſed, to do me juſtice, to take this method 
of doing juſtice to myſelf, and to be com- 
pelled to exhibit. a ſeries of particulars which 
will bear harder upon Mr. Niſbett's credit, 
a fair reaſoner, than the Nr en 
with which he is ſo much offended, 
CC 
; Ggiths reader the corrected letter, -that 
0 judgment may be formed, whether, if it 
had been publiſhed as it ought to have been, 
Mr. Niſbett would have found reaſon for 


the appeal, with. which he has unneceſſarily = 


Fee e n ee 
ee 


Fa; 


— 
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Though 1 1 kings not * ſire of bling 


acquainted with you any farther than by the 
' peruſal of two pieces which you have lately 
publiſhed, from one of which ydu have juſtiy 
acquired the character of a fair and candid 
writer; yet I cannot help regarding it as my 
duty (engaged as I am in the ſame impor- 
tant work with you of inquiring” after, and 
difſeminating the true principles of the go. 
pel) to lay before you, with fincerity and 
plainneſs, my ſentiments with reſpect to ſume 
parts of Toe erer on een 
Conception. * 1 14268 

4 ee eee th eee 
uſed by you, in the body of your pamphlet, | 
againſt Dr. Prieſtley's opinion. Of the 
weight of theſe the world muſt judge. But 


I cannot ſuppreſs my aſtoniſhment, that you 
ſhould deſcend to the unworthy methods of 
OE miſtepre- 


3 4 


miſrepreſentation and falſe quotation , againſt 
a. gentleman. whoſe openneſs deſerves much 


better treatment. 


Io keep you no longer in lp; you _ 
muſt be ſenſible, that the paſſages you cite 
from Dr. Lardner, as to the authenticity of 


Ignatius 's epiſtles, are applied by him to the 


depp of the Parcs Apelulei (which is 


Ruſſel's edition in two volumes octavo) are 


called Epiſtol genuine. From theſe alone 


ſnould your citations have been made. But, 15 


- futation in Dr. Prieſtley's face, is taken from 


one of the interpolated'epiſtles, the authority 
of which is univerſally diſclaimed, © 
Of this you could not poſſibly be igno- 
id ite ee eee eee 
edition of the works of Ignatius v, but you 


even N nt muy” 4 e e 


i * That Le che, u of th Patres Apotolic, 


4 


_ odition.*: Now, not only is the tile of Ef 

| tale imeryolate, prefixed to theſe epiltles ;--- 

| as well as the running title at the head. of every 
Page, Plainly, S. Jenatii, Interp.. Epiſt.--- but 
alſo Cotelerius, in the very firſt note to the | 
ppiſtle ad Epbefos (from which you, | have 
made your citation) both declares in the 
ſtrongeſt manner all theſe epiltles to be interge- | 


that they are net jv Wat date than the fiſth 
or ſixth century, How far, therefore, it is 
conſiſtent with fairneſs to produce ſuch as 
2—— I; ere ta, r Om 
I do not day that the correſponding pab- 
ſage, in the genuine epiſtle ad Epbęſios, expreſſes 
the ſame ſentiment. But there is this differ- 
ence between the two epiſtles; that the genu- 
ine epiſtle expreſſes only the private opinion 
of Ignatius; whereas the interpolated epiſtle, 
from the very nature of the clauſes in it, 


affords a direct atteſtation to > the en 985 8 


| *Nibet nh Min: oer. 2 105. 


4 0 


of that part of ſeripture, which eie 
account of the miraculous conception. The We 
former, therefore, would be no'decifive'evis 
— dence at all in the cale; the latter is as clear 
& . nd poſitive as can well be imagined®. 2 5 
For the queſtion is not (as you bulb eo | 
lead your readers to apprehend) whether the 
miraculous conception was believed by any 
at an early period of chriſtianity ; for that is 
| _hot_doubtec doubted ;---but whether (to uſe ons 
\, "Prieftiey's words) © the diſbelief of it 
e more general, and probably univerſal i in an 
6 earlier age,” than that to which the autho- 
rity in favour of the doctrine can be juſtly 
Rnd, | 
That you may not ſuſpect me of injuſtice 
in my aſſertions, I ſhall here add the original 
of the paſſage which you have quoted, toge- 
ther with that which ought to have been 
Theſe two laſt paragraphs, excepting the general ſen- 
timent of the latter, very /ightly expreſſed, are not in the 
firſt uncorredted letter, which Mr. Niſbett publiſhed. = 


+ Hiſt, of Earl. Opin, vol. IV. p. 71. mY 
n 


ſians, in Ruſſel's® edition, the paſſage which 


In the interpolated Epiſtle to the Ephe- 


you have produced as genuine, is found in 
tte following. words, the interpolations be- 
ing, in the printed copy, included 11 
as I ſhall give them to you. T 


lo cage v hen Xpirs, Toig fm amrog ra % 
tru To dr iro] cafανj,, xa ton ,. Ts o 
ms cuts; Ts garn, ren Ni 


— 94 


o v Ln Sd 5, 1 po aner nne, xai Ta. 
mails mal me Lage- %-, NOT Rf" 
[ex] Mapin;, nal  omoropiay Yee,” is erf Hep 
Aapid, [Na] re- Þ in. [I yap, pom, 3 
verde o pech. vnde, au rut da du, no du 
Ellen. eee 


Serre 


ang © PIN 11. Injerpolat Epil at 5 IH. 


| + In/Le Clere's edition of Cotelerius's Parris Ae. 
(vol. II. p. 53.) there are no brackets; but the diſtine- 
Ignatius is accurately marked by the running title; that 
of the latter being F. Igrat. Ix TER. Epift. ſo that, 
unleſs the reader were very careleſs indeed, it would be 
impoſſible for him not to perceive the difference be- 
| B 5 1 


N 
The genuine paſſage i is the following.“ 


Damage To e unge Tv. rays, > rim en da 
v eiten, ien de, ouhgia nas Can aan, IIA 
cop; Ts ov{hiing 3. ms bahn Tov Meyopaney c- 
oy; o . de, r, 7 Ner- exvoPopuM imo! 
Map, wal” oworouiar Yet, ts oTegual® wir Aafid, 
mapa. de oy n be #9 
Ne * . 

e r 


1 . VAI P. e. 6. * 
* It may not be inproper to preſent the reader with 
| verſions of theſe paſlages: the firſt ſhall 'be Mr. Niſ- 
bett's (Mirac. Concep, p. 106,) and the ſecond I am 
accountable for ; Wake's (Which Mr. Niſbett has 
adopted in his appeal, p. 31, 32.) appearing to me 
very erroneous. I have incloſed in brackets the inter - 
polated clauſes in the ſame manner as in the original. 
1. * [The croſs of Chriſt is to unbelievers a ſtumb- 
« ling block; but to the faithful, ] ſalvation and eternal 
« life. Where is the wiſe man? Where is the diſ- 
„ puter? where is the boaſting of thoſe who are called 
„ [mighty]? Fer [the Son of God, who was begotten 
e before the worlds, and was appointed over all things 
«« in the counſel of the Father, ] was conecived, accord - 
| « ing to the diſpenſation of God, in the womb. of 
% Mary, of the ſeed of David, by the Holy Ghoſt. 
* R faith he, a virgin ſhall conceive in her 
« womb, 


L 9 J 

This latter paſſuge, indeed, as 1 have 
already faid, expreſſes, equally with che for- 
mer, Ignatius's opinion 28 being "favourable 
to the miraculous conception; 18 does, more 
fully, one immediately following ; in which 
the father tells the idle ſtory of the devil 
(v Nh v em tub) being ignorant of 
Mary's virginity, &c. But this by no means 


_ affords an argument that the account of the 
miraculous 00 was found in the New 


Teſtament ; which is" the diteer nen 
of the interpolated paſſage: 
7 * I ; 


«« womb, and. the tall bexr e a9, bt, lh be S. 
« called Emmanuel. ]* | - 

2. n (or ee 
of the croſs ; which is the cauſe of offence to unbelievers, 
bat to us fatvation und Lite erernaf. Where le the wiſe 
man? where the diſputer; where the boaft of thoſe 

who are called men of underſtanding ? [For our God 
Jeſus Chrift was concelved by Mary, according to the 
diſpeniation of God, of the ſeed of David, bur of che 
Holy Spirit; who was born and baptized, that by his 
follering de might, purify the water.] Or pethaps, 
tut the. water might purify bim fu his: ſufferings; 
v made for em tv ra. See Bd Ae. Gree. 
p. 328, note x. 


B 2 But 


ob the authenticity of Ignatius s.ſmaller epiſtles, 
wopld.it not have been. proper. to have added 


E N that the Ml, are n than the genuine 
1 ert. 35 ei "83 14 Cho of ad by; 24105 4 jv 


[ 20 b 


» -;But even in the ſuppoſed genuine Fuſs 
there are two interpolations, O: i I look 
upon as one, undd xa” cual deu, n amegual@- 
4 Hapd, mage dr dnnn the other. So that, 
in reality, this paſſage affords, no countenance 
to the opinion of the miraculous, conception. 
Indeed, the whole ſentence is a mere forgery,* 

As you have quoted. Lardner in favour 


alſo his note l thaugh he fa- 
ce yours the genuineneſs of the ſmaller epiſ- 
« tles, ſuſpects that even they have been in- 


** terpolated. 5 ei Had! Fr 63 


bee 
27. lit 8 20 Us * 28 = 22y/t 242 10 e 61 17110 ff! MX S- | 
2 18 . 2 11 2 Tx 2150 alt 2: wy 


42.1, bye therefore included ix, in, hes 


fake ol che Engliſh reader. There is, however, little 


neeeflity. to remark ſuch triſſing interpolations, when it 
will appear, that the qubole of Ne epiſtles are forgeries, 


5 80 ek e e ce dee der Mr. Niſbett 
is not blameable in the leaſt for this omiſſion. The 
edition which he has, of 1734, had not this quota - 
A | | 35 E 2154 A tion 


Fn 1 22 1 > 
- 1Above al I think you ſhould have looked 
into Dr. Prieſtley's Hiſtory of Early-Qpi+ 
nions;; vol. I. book I. chap. i. where he 


trrats of the apoſtolical fathers, and (p. 107 


108) aſſigus a ſufficient reaſon for e 
the authority of Ignatius epiſties, -"65Y a 
e Salmaſius, Blondel, and Daillẽ +; (ops 
he) c ate decided that all the le ane, pu 
tc rjous : and Le Sueur; after having given 
e an account of the whole matter, ſays, that 
« the laſt of them, via. Mr. Daille, has ceariy- 
* gravel, that the firſt, or ma collar of 
« Ignatius's epiſtles was forged. aþout the be- 
 # giming of the fourth century, or emo hundred 
« years after; the death, of. Ignatius; and that 
« the ſecond, or larger collection, was made 
ce at the beginning of the ſixth century. 
This paſſage, I am of opinion, bought to 
have been examited, before you had pro- 


N oats cl * 1 73 217 70 nen 19 aft 


Va 94 e $4, 08, een _ 
Hoh how: Haon,.. "Is is; ned, in my, copy, of 

Lardner's works, vel. II. p. 69. (edits, 1788) ff I 
had ſuſpekted that it was wanting in ay edition,, Mr: 


Niſhezz ſhould nat haye neten the, repay 
to which this note refers. 1 ee owe 6 g 
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nounced __ rn apo this 
Bead 

Dr. Prefs nher of Early Opinions 
was publiſned in 1786 and your remarks 
on the Miraculous Conception not before the 
laſt year. eee ue, gur 
examination of 2 periodical work only, and 
in neglecting one ſo important, n mych 
more ſtudied ? 

I am ſorry to ſay it; but the ended of n 


pon of the clergy of the church of England, with 


reſpe& to Dr. Prieſtley, has been, in many 
inſtances,” highly unjuſt and illiberal.f In- 
ſtead of fair diſcuſſlon, and juſt argument, 
25 wave taken n, of ng inaccu- 


WY ®, Nitbett. ub. fap. p. 101. | 
+1 e colt charter, thatl in the former 
- the very nature of the ſubje& plainly ſhows that they 
were meant to be underſtood with many limitations. I 
offer, however, 'no plea in their favour, but haftineſs of 
writing. In the preſent letter, the language is very 
different. ' Why did not Mr. Niſbet wait a few days 
for my corrections, and fave himſelf and me the trouble 
an onal 1 K | 


4 23 J 
racies, falfified his ſentimegts, And have had 
recourſe to that moſt deteſtable of al engines, 
the odium tbeulogicmm. M 
"Theſe, moſt certainly, are not the methods 
which truth requires, or religion recottl- 
mends. Would the clergy, would mankind 
in general, only reflect, that the deſign of 
Sold is to lead us, by daily improvement, to 
5 the perfection of which our nature is capable; 
and that this can be attained by no method, 
ſo infallibly, as by mutual communications 
of knowledge, i in the moſt frank and unſuf- © 
picious manner; they would abandon all 
thoſe artifices, which, by deſtroying literary 
confidence, throw the moſt effectual impedi- 
ments in the way of ſcience; and render it, 
{ contrary to what it was intended to bean 
object of the maſt inkſoeme labour, and of | 
the moſt difficult acquiſition, | | 
Indeed, I am convinced, that it. is 
duty of us all, to detach. ourſelves 995 
every prejudice which may warp our judg- 
ments, or lay an improper bias on our con- 
duct, and, fearleſs of the conſequences which 
B 4 | may 


1 24 ] 
may reſult tod eſtabliſhed ſyſtems, to embrace, 
as a real friend, every ſincere examiner, let 


the name by which he is diſtinguiſhed be 
eyer ſo exceptionable in, the ideas of * 


| * and * priſin. | 
: 1 am, SIR, - 4 


Tour moſt humble ſervant, 


„ee of 9986-7! $f 125511 | 
1 en, J. POPE. 
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| . Tn this letter, the propoſal to Mr. Nabe, to ac- 
knowledge his miſtake in the Reviews, is omitted, as he 
had declared his reſolution to communicate his ſentiments 
to'the public, eee ns 
There is alſo eee 
fers to Mr. Niſbett”s ready acquieſcence in Travis's 
arguments to prove the authenticity of 1 John v. 7. and 
charges Mr. Travis with plagiariſm and miſrepreſen- 
tation. 'This is omitted in the preſent copy, as having 
no relation to'the principal ſubject. But, as Mr. Niſbett 
has publiſhed this, together with the reſt of the other 
copy, I ſhall be obliged to take ſome notice of it, in the 
courſe of the following letters, in which I pledge myſelf 
OO IF n Travis in the a 


extent. - TAL TH SS 2? wa” =, 4/14 7 
- - 2 TP IIe 99 115 0 
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"Having 


s far as I am capable of it, fair argument, 


| L 25 1 | 
Having thus! given a fair ſtatement: of 
nach 1. ſhall next turn my attention to Mr. 
Niſpett, only premiſing thus much, Which 
the reader has a right to be informed of; 
that, the ſubſtance of the following letters, in- 
| ſtead of being mere perſonal invective, with 


and juſt deduction. If theſe turn agaiaſt Mt. 
Niſbett, the fault is not mine. Any thing 
which can merit the name of railing he ſhall 


+ YM 


3 che very letter which, hes ſo. much 
offended him, was the advancement of the in- 
tereſt of truth; and the ſame, view ſhall guide 
my pen to the end of thoſe which follow. 
It will not, however, be either unjult or 
uncandid to make one general remark on his 
method of conductiag the argument againſt 
Dr. Prieſtley: that Mr. Niſpett, i in moſt of his 
animadyerſions, takes, the doQtor's @conclufions 
only; the premiſes leading t to theſe he omits ; 
though it is not only eſſential in the art of 
reaſoning, to overthrow. the lung. in order 


* Appeal, p. 7.0 283808 
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eyce can poſſibly Prevail. 
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to Do dr abſurdity of the former; but alſo 
a propoſition, when exhibited naked and 
independent of the principles by which it 
is ſupported, may appear paradoxical, and 


even falſe, when, in reality, taken as it ought 


to be, in connection with its proofs, it may 
ſtand on the footing of demonſtration itſelf. It 


is by a regard to this rule that real candour 
is diſtinguiſhed from falſe and empty ſem- 
blance. For, I think, it may be laid down as 
an infallible principle, to which every one, 


who is engaged in controverſy, ought to turn 


his' eyes; as to the polar ſtar "which ſhould 
guide his motions, that the amiable quality 


of candour by no means conſiſts in mildneſs 


and gentility of language, in empty compli- 
ments and flattering modes of expreſſion, but 
in the open, undiſguiſed diſplay of all the 
arguments by which light may be thrown on * 
the ſubjects which are conſidered, how 


much ſoever theſe arguments may bear hard 


upon the moſt favourite principles of the 
inquirer himſelf. This appears to me the 
only method by which truth, religion or ſei- 
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Fa OM a pamphlet which 3 you. e 
honoured with particular notice, — 

ſelf compelled, againſt my inclinatidn, to ap- 
pear in a controverſy, which 1 would rather 
have leſt to thoſe who are more capable ol hy 
conducting it. Such, however, as my abilities 
are, I ſhall exert them in the beſt manner 
I am able, in the attempt to elucidate - 
ſubje&t which has, excited general, attention. 


9; oft! 


0013 5 | and, 


\ 
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at 1 am ſorry to ſay, has given occaſion t to 
too much unchriſtian zeal, 

With chis, indeed, you, i in ſome meaſure, 
2 me. Tou tell me,“ that « I have 
< cenſured, indiſcriminately, the conduct of 


« the clergy of the church of England, 3 


« moſt «njuſt and ſcandalous with reſpect to 
« Dr. Prieſtley; and that you muſt, from the 
« whole tenour of my letter to you, ſup- 
«poſe that you are to be ranked among 


cc che number of thoſe" Who e theſe 


1 


cc epithets.” 512 

Though, in reply to this, I might. juſtly 
plead, that the idea you have formed of the 
tenour of my letter uriſes from a mũſtake of 
your own, in copying, by running two para- 
graplis into one, the words I am ſorry to ſay 
its: but be condals of "the clegy; &c. not 
belonging (as you will find both in my 
eee, and in that which makes part 
of:-my. preſatory apology). to the former 
ſentence, nor, indeed, baying, any real con- 
gi derer, wre will wave this plea; 


node ut * Ei 281 die Bandy: 
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1. 29 1 
and content myſelf with aſſuring you, that 
1 


the paſſage. And, with reſpect to the body 


ral and unlimited cenſures as muchas 2 
yet, even theſe, if interpreted fairly, muſt 
neceſſarily be accompanied with ſuch reſtric- 
tions as ariſe from the nature of the ſubject, 
and cannot but be eaſily ſupplied by every 
vice WER RE 

When, therefore, 1 expreſied Ef ba By 
cernitgg the conduct of the clergy in the 
terms with which you ſeem to be fo mut 
hurt, it might be eaſily underſtood that! 
meant thoſe only, wh had diſtinguiſhed 
themſclves by their illiberality and uncha- 
ritableneſs towards Dr. Prieſtley, - If theſe 
made up the greateſt number of his oppo- 
nents, is it ſo ſurpriſing that general terms - 
ſhould be uſed? Do you think, Sir, that 1 
could mean Dr. Newcome, the biſhop of 
Waterford? Or, if you are ſenſible that 
„ TT TPO 

| ſelf, 


ta) 


kelf, do you think I could mean you? With 


reſpect to Dr. Newcome, his conduct ſhould 
be an example to all controverſialiſts; and 
with reſpe& to yourſelf, I acknowledge that I 


have no recollection of. any ſevere. expreſ· 


fioa agaiaſt Dr. Prieſtley in either of your 
pamphlets. 


But What Gall we lay af maſt cabera'ef F 
| your order? Are you ſo ignorant of their 


ſentiments as not to know that he is regarded 


among them as little better than an infidel 2 


And is not this idea induſtriouſiy kept up 
and propagated in your order? Is not chis 


the more inexcuſable, as very ſew of your 


order have read his works, or know either 
his arguments or opinions? Conduct, 


guided by ſuch bigatted principles, may fairly | 


be pronounced wyn/t ; and, if the ignorance: 


from which it ariſes be not ſcandalaus, the 


ſtudy of the moſt important branches of 
theology is no neceſſary part of ie educa- 
tion or office of a elergyman. +: 11/459 
Will you vindicate Mr. Venn; or can 
you. * any thing i in favour of Dr. Horſley, 
Mr. 


a 


1 * 1 
Mr. Madan, or Mr. Burn, Who babe 
been his moſt diſtinguiſhed adverſaries? 
Or will you vindicate that political” biſhop, 
fo honoucably. mentioned in the Noli 
ad, who wittily and candidly males Df. 
Prieſtley a companion” to Murigifer' Ni. | 
.cholſon ? | 
II with theſe inſtances before my oper my 
enpreſſions exceeded the bounds of cod 
moderation, is it ſo ſurpriſing, or did they 
deſerve the public reprehenſions you have lo 
liberally beſtowed on them 
But neither theſe expreſſions, nor the ob- 
en containing them, would have ap- 
peared, if you had not been ſo very haſty In 
committing my letter to the preſs, -ay not 10 
afford" me time" 10 make one correttium. For 
you are compelled to acknowledge, that in 
the corrected copy (which was tramſmitted to 
you in & very ſhort time after my receipt of 


figa of publication) I aduert t6 the cl 
ne On what 
en FLO "Res 


dhe letter in which y announced your MM = 


1 42 1] | 
principle, then, can you juſtify that pre- 
cipitance which prevents a | correſpondent 
from either correcting or explaining his 
ſentimentz and brings, as its confequence, . 
ſuch a retraction as renders nugatory no . 
mall part of your pamphlet? 
Fou alfo obſerve,* that, becauſe the error 
on which I remark fell from * a clergy- 
= man of the church of England, it muſt 
© be, ſcrutiniſed with all ny 3 of 
« chTTICIsII, & c.. 
That the clergy ſhould ths a kale fore 6 | 
ſome theological as well as political topics, 
which have been lately diſcuſſed, is not ſo 
wonderful. But that you ſhould ſuppoſe, 
Sir, the mere circumſtance of your being 
a clergyman to be, with me, a reaſon for 
advancing an argument, or making a ſevere 
remark, which I ſhould otherwiſe have de- 
clined, is, I do aſſure you, judging much 
more unkindly and uncharitably of me, chan 
Lofove.. In my 8 well as in 
* p. $0. "he. W 10 
| Hoi ng my 


— 
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my ſtudlies; Turf parry. Ecall "_ 
 proteftant becauſe 1 yo the church of 

Roi wars hem do chrifflatiry,” T call 
myſelf'a" proteftänt diefer "becauſe 1 look 
upon the eſtabliſfitient' of the church of 
England as ſtilr a corruption, 


more 
refined than thut off Rome: And 1 engage 
in the office of the mĩniſtry among proteſtant 
Uilſenters, becauſe” they are the only ſet” of 


chriſtians who* leave me, e by 
creeds, articles, or cbnfeons, to deduce, 

for myſelf, a ſyſtem of befief and practice, 
from the Ho: ng Lag 


* a7<;:+S; 


lo, coniiny! "with "iy 11 1 808 ae, 


tend, but bons can” | 
thoſe,, who, . bela rs human 


IL „ 1. 


ha regard the Balz alone as the 
religion of chriſtians. 3 

This, I hope, will convince, you, that 1 
am not, chargeable with the odium theologicum, 
_ againſt you, or any of your. brethren. With 
reſpe& to them, I have made no obſerva- 
tions which are not founded upon plain and 
obvious facts; ahd with regard to yourſelf, 
1 acknowledge that, in almoſt every inſtance 
in which you have had occaſion to ſpeak, « of 
Dr. Prieſtley, you have uſed the moſt civil 
and. polite language. If this were ſufficient 

to conſtitute A candid diſpoſition, I ſhould | 
0 ae that no one had a better title to it 
than you. But ſomething beſides merely 
ſmooth expreſſions is neceſſary to this cha- 
racter. In this, 1 make no doubt, you will 
agree with me. 

Before, however, 1 proceed farther upon . 
this ſubject, | give me leave to take notice of one 
particular obſervation 'of yours. In n reply to 
the 5 « why did you "Hot, inſtedd of 
6 the Thevlogichl” : 


cc dy, 


153551 


1 Dr. Prieſtley, in his ia of be 
cc Opinions,” you obſerve, n 


« You have ſaid that the E of | b 
« Early Opinions | was publiſhed in 1786, 
« and you might have added, that his 
« Hiftory of the Corruptions of Chriſtianity 
« was publiſhed ſome years before that, 
e in which, it ſeems, that the “ ſuhject 
« of the ene conception is largely : 
« &ſcuſſed ; but it is a remarkable circum- 
« ſtance - that the Periodical work, which | 
« you complain of me for quoting, infead 
« of one ſo much more important, aud more ſtu- 
ce died,” © Was likewiſe publiſhed in chat 
« ſame-year;- and it might be preſumed, 
« jt would have had all the advantages,” 
« which à long ſtudy of tie m_ aun 
« have given it.” * . | 

I certainly did, Sir, expreſs ny vides,” 
that you had not, inſtead of replying to this 
periodical werk, taken notice of the Hi | 
of Early Opinions; and 1 ſee no'reafon/ * 
to change my ſentiments. You Peach in- 

i! Apen, p. 46. 
5 c 
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Py PE As; . Theolagical:- W 
was ſubſequent to, though, a8 you. tell me, 
Publiſked;in the; ſargg- year; with. the Hiſtory 
of the, Corppriongal:Chiſtianiuyy it might be 
praſumecl tet have had. all the: aduaniages, 
Which, 4x ang Stiidyr ef: the. fubjal? could: haue 
giuam it , and I; agree With. yous. that: this 


that: thoſe, numbers in the ſaurth volume of 
dhe, Theglegical, Repalitary, which ate the. 
Abet qſi yaur auinaadvęrſian, were nearly 
r ge pahictigr toithe: Hiſtarꝝy ue Co. 
ruptiamaf-Chtiſbanity. But what dges his 
PROVE ? It: proves, you · ſay, that, aa it 
* ſenm. the: ſubjeſt of the miraculous con 
© CORR is Jargely ciſcuſſad inthe. Hibery: &. 
«it, muſt. have :rgceiyeda all the advantages 
. « robich @ long ſtudy of the ſubjelꝭ c male, 
<« iniSh&«T bplogiratRepoſipry.” (1) _ 
Bpto, Nax Sip might Weasel iet 
beengaſtrrpards receined.:by NrePrietidey's- 
ee ee Eno enn. 


591 t /20863..; 
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probably - wag; the,caſe, - Nay, I am. certain, 
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(have furmmed him with a8dffionil ifsfffm- 


tion? And was it not, thefeſbre yotir Güte, 
us his Opponent, to hive "ex#fiined into 
the "mature and degree of this dnfr HAD? 
If your ichens, lilee thoſe of every fair dif- 
Putunt, were, ehnt a "Writer oußglit to trale 
Hoff Khaled With Tits father Th Al Tts 
Forres und Cre ions; ce Dr. 
Nd Au the fnirbeæteùs ef degtfötr 
— — THIN 
#fity, y6u Thot1d Wave Teud, at Nit, ſo nftich 
'6f 'this Hiſtory, a8 Wöüld have fatisttecd yubu 


but whitt fo occurred mn the THeolGg HNA 
Ropoſitoty 3 und, as 5e could vet did 
knowing thit the He ſudhect made 4 c. 
— etrna's” 
Opinions, you ought, above kll, to hive VWoREdd 
into this, for the very reaſon you give 1h fa- 
vour of yoor exatfinarion of the papers in the 
Theological Repolifory; vis. that as "/be 


preceding publics; it maſt, n ibe B. 
C3 tory 


mut there Was nothntg of Ierportihek in . 


Jibjett bed bien Jargoly aſſuſeu in the tus 


W ah to * at the expenſe.” 


„ . 
tory of Early Opinions, have received all the 


advantages. which a long, * e Auch | 
could then give it. 


| You think it hard « that a man muſt pur- 


« chaſe ſuch a voluminous collection to 


te come at all the arguments upon a given 
ſubject; yet, when all theſe arguments are to 


be found no where but in this voluminous 
collection, can any one, who propoſes to an- 
ſwer them, be regarded as adequate to the 


taſk he undertakes, if he neglect to examine 
this collection, voluminous as it may be? 


Will he examine at ſecond-hand, or content 
himſelf with ſketches and abſtracts? If you 


reply, as you muſt, in the negative; is it 


not abſolutely neceſſary that he provide him- 
ſelf with this voluminous collection? It 
muſt be a moſt curious vindication, which 


an anſwerer of Dr. Prieſtley would ſet up, 


upon chis principle; that « he had fully 
< refuted the doctor's arguments, but had 


« not read the books which exhibited them 
« in their greateſt force, becauſe he was not 


Indeed, 


[ * . 


ſix « tilling will — both the Hiſtory 


of the Corruptions of Chriſtianity, and that of 
the Early Opinions concerning Feſus Chriſt. And 
this, or indeed any expenſe whatſoever, to 
one who was engaged in the refutation of 
opinions, ſuppoſed to be erroneous, in the 
| "books in queſtion, ought to be regarded as a 
matter of no importance. This, you your- 
ſelf virtually acknowledge, in the very next 
ſentence. The laft publiſhed (treatiſe) ſurely 
ought to have contained them all (that is, all 
the arguments upon the ſubject). The Hif- 
tory of Early Opinions is this laſt publiſhed 
treatiſe. How can you, then, on your own 
principles, neglect _ for a OY publica- | 
tion ? + MF | 
| Yet, even this, you may i will ad- 
mit of a juſtification. For you tell me, 
that « when you publiſhed your Obſervations 
ee on the Miraculous Conception, in anſwer 
* to thoſe of Dr. r. you were far 


Cu te from 


1 1 


« from obtruding them upon abe rid, a3 
« a complete aner to him. 
But chat do you: „ 
by a complete anfever? Do au Mean to 
Coney this idea, that your obſervations ate 
inſilicient co ayerthrow Dr. Prieſtley s hypo- 
theſis ?- If ſo; why did yqu either puhliſ 
A r rer diem ine Abr cd af 8 Ker. | 
won, and amuſe your learned audience 
with what you were convinced as inade- 


ſeemed to labour? Hut this cannot be your 
meaning. Tau certainly deſigned them as 
a fufficiext reply, or the publication muſt be nu- 
gatory, by your own. Sonſeſſiqn. In this view, 
therefore, your neglect of the Hifory of Ear 
Opinions is as indefenſible as in the other. 
It certainly yas incumbent upon yau to exa- 
mine, cloſely, the principal of Dr. Prieſtleys 
eee 4% leaf, and to take them ſrom 


** . Mr, Niſbett's Obſervations onthe Miraculous Con- 
eeption, were firſl preached in the form of a ſermon at 
the viſitation of Sir William Scott, at Canterbury, 1788. 
Niſbett's Pref. eo the Obſ. p. 24. a 


guate to the eſtabliſument of the point ou 


0 


thaſe parts afchis· works where they emer 
_hibiced-jn-their-greateſt ſtrengtb. | 
If the argument, therefore, a 
Au, aven on vouν,ỹ,m u ſuppaſition:; what 
will it do, if this very ſyppoſitian he un- 
ſſounded? What will be the -conſequence, 
A if abe Hiſtory of the Gorruptions:of Gbriftianity, 


in Which you ſay, it e (hy. Joyou 


« ſubect of dhe mitaculous conception is 
© LARGELY diſcuſſed, cantains 0 di ut 
all of it?“ For this is aftually the caſe. 
Tube arguanent-is nat ſo much as eneardmpom, 
through iche whole courſe of that tiſtory. 
turns with full force againſt you; und not 
againſt you only, but againſt all thoſe (and 
there are too many) N ſimilar 
principles. | 
And now, Si Sti Ide es Nel tothe princi- 
pal deſigu of this reply. You tell me® « you - 
c can challenge any one to ſhow wherein you 


_ have been n at triſles, much leſs 
* Appeal, p. 22. 


« fallified 


ec the uſe of any ſuch mean arts, I am ſatis- 
c fied, can be produced againſt me; and my 


41 * 1 
ec « falfified his (Dr. Prieſtley's) ſentiments, or 


© uſed the deteſted menen theolo- 
* gicum.“ | 


This 1 I 1 are d e 


: totally free from. 


You proceed. Nothing l like a our of 


ec quotations from his writings will, I believe, 
« be found, upon examination, to be 1 


ce fectly Fair and accurate. 


It is on this latter clauſe that you nn I 


are to join iſſue. But, as this will neceſſarily 
lead me into a large field of particulars, I 


ſhall beg leave to defer the conſideration of 


een r len aa In the mean time, 


1 am, SIR, 
.Four friend and real „eier, 
J. POPE. 
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on DR, PRIESTLEY'S ARGUMENTS, AND” MR.” 
 NISBETT'S MANNER or CONSIDERING. THEM. . 


. eee ee ee 
Y ouR obſervation;s „ „een locked 
« ſible to aſſume the appearance of modera- 
« tion and integrity, the more effectually to 
« throw @ reader off his guard, and to im- 
ce poſe upon him, is both juſt and ſenſible. 
The concluſion alſo which you deduce, that 
ce with r ſtrong appearances. of candour, 
« the evidences of wilful miſreproſentation and 


* falſe citation, ought to be very powerful, 


ce and the pupae which they were to ſerve, 


W ts 1 
10 hs Mr. Niſbett will not condemn me for 
the inſertion of the word /frong, and for the alteration of 
Int to pewerful in order to prevent tautology. ; 
« clear 


* 


ſuch arts e uſed in one caſe, ihey may dlſo 


L * 


clear and indubitable,” — follows * 


from the premiſes. 

If therefore, Sir, it mould be 1 in 
the courſe of theſe letters, that the appearance 
of moderation and integriey which you -aſ- 
ſome, thas ia direct tendency 0 throw «the 
reader off his guard, by - inducing him to 


believe that you had produced the wtmoſt | 
evidence you could find, in favour of the _ _ 


principles againſt which your ObſerVatiuns 

trary is the caſe; you muſt adknowtedge 
that a very ſmall degree of evidence will be 
nevefiary to lead to the conciufion, that if 


be uſod in another; and that the ſupprecten 


df ewidenct, in many inftances, -afferds no | 
eee eee EE 0 


any given one. 
This is the diſcuſſion to which, TR 


my inclination, I find myſelf forced, by the 
E 


whe Buble, 
11 


% 
„ 'T © * &# © 
Ss 


J 


Dr Priefiley's. Obſervations: on the- Mit- | 
culous Conception, in the Theological N. 
paſitaty, vob. IV. conſiſt oft moro than- -ſtitty 
pages and, if printed in the ſame manner · as · 
yquro anſweri ta. him would not take up · le 
roam than yaur - whole: pamphlet: - Boſices 
which. im val V. there ave ten pages of 
| rematlas on · the · Roman Cenſus, Obſereas' 
tions on both · theſes treatiſes makes yy" the 
ſubſtanca of: your.anfwer If Div Prien 


argumants, therefore; are ſlight,:'of few;/'*or) 


ſo connected, that the removal of any leading” 

0nexneceſiuily« inferred” the fall: of ſeveral = 
otharsy/ you lay. be«-yery- juRifidbie/iti Chis"! 
plaping ſo-lirtle-paing as yo have beſte ed 
upon u. Or if chis wor bs « were Hug 


way of argument. 8 inne 
Andi this el A „ r. 
« Priefticy#thas- attempted to · make up · for 

« this defetł: (ti deſect of (argument) by 

HMandering into che avide-fitid"of * comjettare;” | 
52 Obſ. on Mir. Concep. Pref. p. 4. 


b and 


= {46-1 - 
Vi ce and be has indulged bimfal in it, in 10 con + 
I's ce mon degree.” b 
i - Not to remark; that this iu in hündin 
method of prejudicing the reader, before he 
can have an opportunity of examining your 
arguments; let me aſk you; do you really 
think that all thoſe remarks of Dr. Prieſtley, 
the conſideration of which you have omitted, 
are:conjeFures only? If you do, your ideas 
of argumentation muſt be ſingular indeed; 
1 make for 
the omiſſion ? 2 

Moreover, with reſpect to thoſe argu- 
ments which you do. quote, and to which 
you reply, how ſmall a part do they make 
of thoſe. which Dr. Prieſtley: has employed? 
On a fair, computation, the ſum of all your - 
citations is ſcarcely, more than the twentieth, | 
part of his remarks. 

Whether ſuch ſlight. PROP as this of. a 
publicazionz, which; Iwill undertake to ſay, 
is A cgtinued ſyſtem. of argument, afford a 
een fayour: of your claim to fair- 
. neſs 


8 9 Y 
66 
$ Þ 1 f 
959 * 
* * 
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neſs and candour, I will leave bo your ou 


| determination. 

To dwell no longer on Spe vat abſerva-. 
tions: give me leave to lay before you 
ſeveral. inſtances of arguments adduced by. 
Dr. Prieſtley, of great weight and impor- 
tance, the conſideration of which is ab- 
ſolutely neceſſary to the eſtabliſnment of 
Juſt ideas of the ſubject you had been 
conſidering; arguments which it behoyed 
you to anſwer. clearly and' fully, before you 
could pretend to have gained any real ad- 
vantage over him; but which you have 
paſſed, by without the ſmalleſt, notice. This 

I .call unfair: and my, aſſortivn, 1 n 9 8 
the following particulats. 
| The firſt. extract vou 5641 Pont Dr. 
Prieſtley, is in the eleventh page of your 
Obſervations; and this, as you have given 
it, has all the, appearance of being nothing 
more than wild and fanciful conjecture. 
But how oO b e eee 
nt Donne ee % 8 

üg mor ) als 1 Ade 


reine 
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- «Fix univerſally acknowledged; that me | 
« [eſs reaſon there is to expect any particu- 
ce lar· event; die ſtronger evldence it requires. 
ce (fight* evidence is ſ{ifficient” to certify” 
us of ſtick facts a Happen every day, or 
very frtefuentiy· Miracles require! muclt 
e ſtronger evidence; and; accordingly, my 
' Sevidencehas-alvays-been provided. 
Thus; the reſurrection our Saviout be⸗ 
ict the moſt ertrnordibary ated, priori, the 
| *<;ab{P imptotable oft al events; approach* 
Lag the 'neareſt* to; an impoſlibliity, the 
cc evidenee of it is remarkably citeumiſtan⸗ 
tia}; in'conſequenee'of which there is ubtʒ 
ec perhaps any fact; in all ancient'hiſtery;/ ſo 
c perfectly credible, according! to the moſt 
«.eflabWhed rules of evidence} as i it 1. And 
cathe arguments, d priori: in this caſe; are 
cel us ſtriking as theſe wich mayt be called 
eme ene a peter, or ths proper” 
cc hiſt6cecalproof>-': Becauſe we? are able to 
cd de the) importance of the! fat} ther ev 
c dence of which was required to be ſo en. 
«ceedingly clear. On coming to give 
1 & mankind 


— — — ——— * 1 
— — 
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|  « mankind the fulleſt «flirance/of un Wal- | 

cc yerſal reſurrection, it was obviouſly ne- 
« cellary, at leaſt, highly deſirable, chat, 

ec beſides ſolemnly announcing the doctrine, 


« and confirming it by miracles, he ſhould 
* himſelf actually die and riſe again, as a 


« proof of it. | Accordingly, we find that 


« Chriſt did reſt the evidence of his divine 
miſſion, in a particular manner, on the 
ec event of his refurre&ion. We therefore 


« ſee clearly why it behoved Chrift boch 


4 to die and to'riſe again from the dead. 
Now, are we able to diſcover any reaſon 
hy Chriſt ſhould be born of a virgin, ra- 


« ther than in the uſual way? Can we con- 


« ceive it to have been at all neceffary or ad- 


«-yantageous to the main object of his miſ- 


« fion, or to qualify him for fulfilling it:? 1 
. «© think 1 may anſwer for all unitarians, that, 


&« priori, we ſhould rather have thought I 


« otherwiſe ; viz. that there would have 


5 | = « this, 


e 


5 | 
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« other men are.” 


But all this + ROT part of the laſt x pa- 


ragraph) which is a connected chain of argu- 
ment, calling for the cloſeſt examination, and 
on which the paſſages you have quoted have 
an immediate dependance, you have leſt un- 
invalidated and even unnoticed. Declama- 
tion is introduced, f on theſe very events from 
which Dr. Prieſtley draws his argument, as 
if he had not touched upon them; though 
this very declamation is actually precluded by 
his arguments themſelves. | 


This I call one inſtance of unfair conceal- | 


ment of evidence. 


In your next quotation 9 you purſue the 


ſame method. You give Dr. Prieſtley's con- 
cluſion only, omitting the general principles 
from which it is deduced. I ſhall, therefore, 
take the liberty to preſent to your view, the 


| . Theol. Rep. vol. IV. P- 249=251. HiR, of kan 
* IV. p. 1820. | 


+ p- 13. 1p. 17. 


paſſages 


« this, as well as my other reſpedts, what 


— 


e 
„ ® 5 


=x 
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paſſages which you ought to have taken in 


connexion with that which you have cited, 
« The value of the goſpel depends not at 
« all upon any idea we may have of the perſon 
« of Chriſt. All that we ought to regard is 
e the objec? of his miſſion, and the authority with 
« which his doctrine was promulgated.” * 
But this, Sir, you have omitted, though 
it contains the very principles from which 
the paſſage you have produced, is drawn as a 
concluſion. For, if the value of the goſpel 
depend only on the object of Chriſt's miſ- 
ſion, and the authority with which his doc- 
trine was promulgated, it follows directly, 
that « the doctrine of immortality is juſt 
« as acceptable from the mouth of the ſon of 
« Joſeph and Mary, as from the mouth of 
* an angel, or from the voice of God, ſpeak- _ 
ce ing from heaven.” 45 
It was, therefore, I ſhould think, incum- 
bent upon you, if you meant to —_ this. 


* Theol Rep. vel. IV. aj. En of Rad. Opla 
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laſt adfirtion (which i the only one you 
havd quoted) to remove the! previous obſer- 
vations, and, conſequently, to produce them as 
pate of Dr., Pnieſtieyꝰs argument im this place. 
But; this yew have not done. You have 
contented yourſelf with deckaiming, through 
four pages, on the laſt paikage only ; and there 
the mattes ends. 

This > the rene cization, and, I amy forry 
to ſay, „ 
ment. 

—— that unmnen 
remote in place from this laſt, that it might 
appear, to an uninſormed reader, a difficult 
matter to account for ſo wide a vacuity. He 
would naturally foppoſe that here the firſt 
part of Dr. Prieftley's treatiſe ended, and 
that che interval was filled up, by other 

pieces. But no ſuch thing is the ceaſe. Dr. 
Prieftley's obſervations, though conſiſting of 
two parts, are immediately connected, with- 
out any intervening publication. What then 
can account for your paſſing, all at once, from 
the PO paſſages, which are at the 
beginning 


[ 53 J 
; Ering; f theſe wbſcrvations, no thoſe which 
are at more than the diſtance uf irt 
pages? - Wall yon Iny that the intermediate 
ones contain nothing uf importante ? of ihis 
let a judgment be formed from thetfdllowing 
un the doriptures, anankind ane gene- 
et rally apprafed of all the great meaſures that 
God has been pleated to take ith voſpect 
«to them. Our Saviour informs his Hil- 
« cles, very partioulanly, why it was-expedi- 
« ent that he ſhould die, and deave them for 
a time; aſſuring them that \jt was for heir 
« own advantage; and, with veſpedt to choſe 

L reaſons which they were not, at that time, 
*. qualiſed to entor into, he. plainly told thern 
they were not /; ant that, for that reaſon, 


Mr. Niſbett daes indeed reſer (p. 45 ·) tofſome · of 
the intervening pages; viz. p. 266—268, but takes 
ſcarcely any notice of the arguments contained. in them. 
He alſo takes notice of a clauſe in p. 252, hut. not, in 
the connexion.in which it. is. here exhibited. 


+ Wheol, Rap. dw. b. 952. kun. rn Op, 
vol. IV, p. 21-424. FE 
n « the 


* 
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« the communication of more knowledge to 
ce them was deferred. | 

« Now, are any reaſons given us in the 
cc « ſcriptures, to ſhow that it was more proper 
e that Chriſt was to be born of a virgin, 
« than in the uſual way? Or is it there ſaid, 
« that there was a reaſon for it, but that 
« men were not qualified to underſtand it? 
« Neither of theſe is the caſe :* and what is 
cc particularly remarkable, a thing of this ex- 
cc traordinary kind is not ſo much as mentioned, 
cc or in the moſt diſtant manner alluded to, by 
“ Chriſt himſelf, or by any writer in the New 
ec Teſtament; ſo that, if the doctrine be true, 
ce it does not appear to have anſwered any 
© end whatever. And it is by no means 
te analogous to the uſual conduct of divine 
te Providence to take extraordinary meaſures, 

ce without a proportionable object and-uſe.” 


+. The danſe in italics is taken” notice of by Mr. 
| Niſbet in p. 45, &c. but not as a part of the preſent 
argument, which is of equal force whether this clauſe 
be omitted or inſerted. I have inſerted it, to ſhow the 


8 rt ee 


68 According 


— 


Is) 


ec According to all appearance, therefore, 

te jf the doctrine of the mĩraculous concep- 
tion be true, God wrought a moſt extraor- 
e dinary miracle without any proper object 
« Or uſe. Nay, as far as we can judge, 
ec ſuch a pretenßon as that of a miraculous - 
« birth, unleſs it had been more-particularly 
cc authenticated than the goſpel repreſents 
© this to have been, muſt" have operated 
« greatly to the prejudice of our Saviour's 
« character; and, conſequently, muſt have 
.« obſtructed the end of his miſſion. For, 
cc without the moſt circumſtantial evidence, 
cc for which no proviſion was made, the ſtory 
ce of the-miraculous conception would never 
* have been believed by the Jews; and does 
ce not this circumſtance render the wiſdom 
« of the ſcheme very queſtionable? - For 
. though it muſt always be acknowledged 
« that the ways of God, even with reſpect 
* to men, may be inſcrutable to men; yet, 
e when nothing is ſaid of ſuch wiſdom, and 
no ſuch ſubmiſſion of our judgment i is re- 
6c * of us, the facts from which ſuch 
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te myſterious conduct is inferred, ought not 
« to be admitted without ' Proportionably | 
* clear evidence.“ | 
. 4 « That the circumſtance of Chin p. 
© Zending to a miraculous birth would have 
ce had an unfavourable effect on his charac- 
e ter and credit in his life-time, all the 
© fathers, who ſpealt of it, readily acknow- 
e ledge; and the character of his mother, 
ce they fay, would have ſuſtained an irre- 

« parable injury. They alſo acknowledge 
ce that, even had the ſact been known and 
ce proved, the great object of his miſſion 
tt would have been in great danger of being 
ce defeated; as it was of the greateſt im- 
te portance to the ſucceſs of the ſcheme, that 

ct Chriſt ſhould not be known to be the Meſ- 
© fab, at ſo early a period,” &c. 

I have already remarked to you, Sir, 
your unfait concealrnent of theſe, and other 
ſuch pallages. F 


* Theol. Rep. ib. p. 253» at Hig. of Earl. Op. - 
vol. IV. P. 24» 25» 
# Phat. Nap: 9-959. Kg. ib. p. 42. 


of 


25 * * | 


as your own, the obſervations you make on 
the ſubjects of the two laſt paragraphs,® when 
every ſentiment, of importance, which you 
advance, is taken from theſe paragraphs, and 

from one of larger extent which Dr. Prieſtley- 
gives in the next pages, from Chryſoſtom? 
This is not merely ſuppreſſion of evidence; 
but an unauthorized uſe of the obſervations 
of your antagoniſt, without thaoking or eyen 
noticing him. 

On this, however, 1 dg.n0t with 6 pre 
the argument too n upon you. _ me 


cc 
he ſays, © The ground I am now upon, has been trod- 
den but by few, if any, before me.“ Whereas Dr. Prieft- 
key employs no leſs than fix pages (p. 259—264, Hit. 
p- 42, &c.) in obſervations, from the fathers, tending 
fo prove the point which Mr. Niſbett here claims as, 
in a great meaſure, his own diſcovery ; that (to uſe his 
own words) <* there are no certain traces of this remarkable 
* biftory (the Miraculous Conception) og me 
* lic, during our Saview's bfe.” ; 
proceed 


— nding bus comes aero lake is 
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proceed to > another of the unnoticed paſſages, 
which is the concluſion from the. former 
obſervations. a 
« But it does not ſeem 3108 occurred 
te to any of theſe fathers, that every reaſon 
te for the concealment of the miraculous con- 
ce ception from the Jews, is an argument 
« againſt the propriety and wiſdom of the 
cc meaſure itſelf; and, therefore, an argument 
ee againſt the truth of the fact; for, certainly, 
A cireumſtance, which they acknowledge 
cc to have been ſo highly improbable, and 
« of apparent diſſervice to the ſcheme of 
Hehriſtianity, requires very clear and ſtrong 
_ « evidence of its truth.”* “ 
Should ſuch arguments have been paſſed 
over in ſilence? © © 
In anſwering Dr. Prieſtley's Obſervation, 
that the miraculous conception does not 
« ſeem to have been mentioned or alluded 
« to by Chriſt himſelf, or any writer of the 


Theol. Rep. ub. ſup. p. 260, Hiſt. p. 4. 
cc New 


vs 5 RY 
te New Teſtament,” you ſay that this is 
the ſubſtance of the doctor's remarks in 
another place, and refer to the Theolo- 
gical.Repoſitory, vol. IV. p. 266—268. 
But certainly you muſt have looked over 
theſe pages very careleſsly, to be unappriſed 
that they contain obſervations of conſider- 
able importance, which you ought to have 
taken notice of, as they have a cloſe con- 
nexion with others on which you animad- 
vert, with no ſmall degree of freedom. To 
convince you of this, let me give you a * 
extract or two. 
c The obſervation which I wiſh to 3 
« upon my reader is this; chat fully to 
ce eſtabliſh the credibility of any fact, it muſt 
te not only be recorded by cotemporary hif- 
ce torians, but it muſt alſo appear not to 
ce have been contradicted by thoſe who were 
« cotemporary with the hiſtorians, and who 
e may be ſuppoſed to have: been as good 


_ * Theal. Rep. ib. N. 852. ap. Niſbett on the Mir. 
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ce judges as the hiltogians themſelves. Sti 135 
« Jeſs will the ſingle circumſtance of an event 
ce heiag recorded by cotemporary hiſtorians 
« avail 60 eſtabliſh the credit of it, if it ap- 
© pear not to have been believed by thoſe 
© who may be Gappaſed to have been favour- 
<« gbly inclined to che belief of it, and ao 
< have 'wiſhod it 40 be true. ; 
Tha he illuſtrates by a . 5 
be related by Lavy or Salluſt, or ten or twelve 
credible hiſborinns; but which appeared not 
| vo have been believed at the time to which 
theſe hiſtorians refer it; © we might not be 
* uble w deny that theſe hiſtorians wrote the 
= account, but we ſhould immediately ay, 
if it was true, why does it not appear to 
* hxve been believed at the time? — We 
with mot be able to account for the miſ- 
« ppprehenſions and miftakes of dhe hiſto- 
, xrians; but, in fact, their evidence would 
_ only be confidered as that of ten or twelve 
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+ Theol. Rep. ibid. P. 266. HiR. p. 59. 


| | Theol. Rep. p. 266, 267. Hiſt, p. 39—61. 
| © men 
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in order to illuſtrate his ſuppoſition, that 


41 Uo 
« mew oppoſed to the evidence of mare than 


«© ten or twelve millions. | 
| Theſe obſervations Dr. Prieftley 2 


« Matthew and Luke are ſimply hiſtorians, 
e whoſe credit muſt be determined by the 
% cireurnſtances in which they wrote, and 
i the nature of the fats which they relate. 
in this opinion, I cannot help thinking, Sr., 
that inſtead of declamation, f it would have 
been moſt proper to have given your readers | 
ſolid argument. againſt the doctor's hypo- 
theſis. 

I 1 fy bk Ws mare confines, a0 Sg 
;s the hin wadevcy of then obſervations to 
preclude ſuch objections, as might bear hard 
upon the general credibility of the ſacred 
hiſtorians, on the ſuppoſition of their being 
mere hiſtorians. And therefore I cannot help 
thinking that, by preſſing ſuch objections, 


* Theol. Rep. p-. 265. Hiſt. p. 58. ; 
+ Nb. Mir. Con. p. 5355. 


without 


2 1 
without firſt removing the above obſerva- 
tions, you do not do that juſtice to the 


doctor's reaſoning. which it may _ ny 
| elaim to. | 
But, whatever MINOY of the argument 


A againſt the inſpiration of the hiſtorical parts 
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of the New Teſtament, the following, which 
is conſiſtent with their inſpiration, and re- 
quired to be ſeriouſly conſidered; you have 
. paſſed by without notice. 

ce However, if the credit of Livy ” 
« Salluſt was ſo well eſtabliſhed, that we 

ec could not believe that they would aſſert as 
1 a fact, what they might have eaſily known 
not to be ſo; we ſhould ſay that, though 
cc we had no method of accounting for ſuch 
« a narration being found in the copies of 
ce their works, which have come down to us, 
« we are ſatisfied that it was not of their 
« compoſition.” — 0 And if we had any evi- 
ec dence that there were, in early times, 


a copies of entire In” the 
y 

0 Theol, Rep. ib. p. 267, 268. Hil. p· 6. 62. 

Fa 
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L * 1 85 
fall referred to, — nothing farther, I 
ce imagine, - would be wanting to our entire 
« ſatisfaction on the ſubject. 1616508 
« Now theſe very material oblirvathing 
« and many others, apply to the caſe before 
« us: it is true that we do find the ſtory of 
ce the miraculous conception in the received 
« goſpels of Matthew and Luke.” —< But it 
ce jg no leſs certain, that there were, in early * 
« times, goſpels of Matthew and of Luke 
ce too which did not contain that ſtory; and 
« there is ſufficient reaſon to think that the 
ce great body of Jewiſh chriſtians, who were 
« cotemporary with the apoſtles, did not be- 
cc Ijeve it. This diſbelief extended alſo 
ce to the gentile converts, probably the ma- 
« jority of them, even in the time of Juſtin 
« Martyr. “ 
| « A circumſtance of greater weight chan | 
« eyen this, is, that the Gnoſtics of that 
« age; to * peculiar ſyſtems the doc- 


* Theol. Rep. p. 278. See al Hiſt of Barl. Op. 
vel. III. . chap. xiii, aiv. av. | | 
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9 « able, did likewiſe reject it as fabulous,” 


3 — of it, 


4 morkably. well with their other principles. 
* In reality, the belief of the miraculous 


061 


<« not but have appeared exceedingly, ſavour- 


This in a fact more extraordinary, nd 


chan the diſbelief of it by any of the 
Catholic Chriſtians, Jews or Gentiles ; be- 
r cauſe this doctrine would have ſuited re- 


— 


« conception might have been more naturally 
expected of them, than of any perſons of 
« that age. They thought Chriſt to have 
«Aecen a pre · exiſtent, intelligent being, equal 


e in power, and ſuperior in goodneſs to him 


292 


c conception, could be owing to nothing 


( that made the world. That they did not 


« embrace the opinion of the miraculous þ 


but their not finding ſufficient hiſtorical 
evidence for it.” * 

This argument, ſo material, and 1 may 
fſay, ſo eſſential ro the proof of Dr. Prieſtley” $ 


= Theol. PUT 20. Hiſt. p-· 63, 91. &e. , 
| general 


L 65 1 
general poſition; propoſed with ſo much 
ſtrength, and requiring peculiar attention, 
you have leſt unnoticed, excepting the laſt 
part relating to the Gnoſtics, which you 
have ſeparated from Me reſt, as if it made 
no part of the chain; and have touched upon 
| it very lightly indeed, in a ſhort note only.“ 
As my deſign in this letter is merely to 
ſtate to you a number of inſtances, which 
appear to me to be not at all favourable to 
that character of fairneſs, to which you lay 
chim, I have refrained from making any 
other than ſuch ſhort remarks as natu- 
rally aroſe from the ſubject. It is not my 
wiſh to be unjuſt or uncandid, in. this very 
mode of vindication on which you have 
forced me. On this account, I would in 
general leave the facts to ſpeak for them- 
ſelves. My own opinion I. ſhould be ſorry 
to give with any ſeverity of language. I will 
trouble you with only one inſtance more, 
before I proceed to the juſtification of myſelf, 
in that caſe, on which you ſeem to be the 
* Niſb. on the Mir. Conc. p. 86. 
E moſt 


[ 66 ] ; 
* moſt hurt, the charge of miſrepreſentation in 
your citation from Ignatius. This ſhall 
cloſe not only this letter, but alſo every 
diſcuſſion between us * can properly be 
called perſonal. 
The paſlages which I am now going to 
lay before you, 1 cannot help regarding as 
fundamental in the argument. Indeed they 
are of ſuch a ſort, that a very great part of 
the ſtreſs of it muſt reſt upon them. If there 
be ſtriking inconſiſtencies in the hiſtories 
of the miraculous conception, the authen- 
ticity of this ſuppoſed part of ſcripture will 
neceſſarily be much affected. On the prin- 
ciple of the inſpiration of the goſpels it muſt 
be totally overthrown. And even on that of 
the fallibility of the hiſtorians, I cannot help 
confeſſing it as my private ſentiment, that 
the admiſſion of a fact, ſo full of diffi- 
culties, without any marks by which it 
might be diſtinguiſhed from the events which 
are acknowledged to be true, would infer 
ſuch a e of credulity 1 in the two evan- 
228 


. % 


| ſhake their general authority. | 

On this account, I ſhould be unwilling to 
conſider Matthew and Luke as in any danger 
of committing ſo 1 es an error in wan | 
narrations. 

But not to detain you with en 
| le me preſent to your view the paſſages 
which I think you ought particularly to have 
attended to, but on which, as on ſeveral 
others of great e, 1 are wall 
ſilent. 

ce If we ol the ds of Matthew 
« and Luke without the two firſt chapters, 
cc we ſhall not find the want of them; as in 
te the ſubſequent hiſtory there is no reference 
« to them, and ſome things that are rather 
ce inconſiſtent with them. Thus, whenever 
< either of theſe two writers ſpeak of Jeſus 
« being called the % of Foſeph, as well as of 
&« Mary, after he came into public life, they 
te never make any remark upon it, or objec- _ 


® Theol. Rep. vol. IV. p. 2g0—295. Hiſt. p. 110 |; 
121. 
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« tion to it. --- It may be replied that having 


cc related the hiſtory of the miraculous con- 


et ception fa. much at large before, they had 
« no occaſion. to introduce any explanation 


& afterwards.--- Still, - however, I think it 


ec would not have been unnatural,“ for both 
« Matthew and Luke to have referred to the 
« hiſtory of the miraculous conception on 
« ſome particular occaſions, as when they 
« gave an account of his being deſpiſed for 
« being the ſon of a carpenter. This, at 
« leaſt, might have been expected of Mark 
« and John, who had given no- hiſtory of 
« the miraculous conception at all. 


* Dr. Prieſtley does not ſeem here to give this obſer- 
vation in its full ſtrength. For it appears to me, not 
onlynatural, but even highly expedient, if not neceſſary, 
that the writers of the New Teſtament ſhould advert 
plainly to the miraculous - conception, eſpecially when 
Chrift was 'now aſcended into heaven, and chriſtianity 
could not ſuffer, but muſt gain additional luſtre from 
alluſions to an event fo pregnant with exalted ideas of 
the high dignity of his nature and perſon. . That there 
ſhould be an univerſal filence on this head is not at all 
favourable to the fact itſelf, Wot, 
« The 


ESE. 
ee The very genealogies in the goſpels of 


« Matthew and Luke amount alſo to a con- 
« futation of the hypotheſis adopted by theſe 
« writers; and therefore ſhould ſeem to be 
ce the work of other hands than thoſe who 
c wrote the goſpels. And that of Matthew 
may well be ſuppoſed to have been writen 
de by one perſon, and the reſt of the two 
« chapters by another. For of what conſe- 
« quence was it to give the genealogy of 
« Joſeph for that of Jeſus, when, according 
et to them, Jeſus was no more deſcended 
te from Joſeph, than he was from Herod. 

« The genealogy of Luke has by ſome 
* moderns been ſuppoſed to be that of Mary, 
- but, according to the ancients, both 
ce the genealogies are thoſe of Joſeph ; that 
© in Matthew, by natural deſcent, he being 
© the proper ſon of Jacob; and that in 
« Luke, by law; Heli, the ſuppoſed bro- 
« ther of Jacob, having adopted his ſon 
* Joſeph. ---But, on this principle, the ge- 
© nealogy was a mere deception ; and had 
i * the Jews known how the caſe ſtood, it 
E 2 cc would 


. 
ec would have given them no ſort of ſatisfac- 
ce tion. No doubt, the Jews underſtood the 


« prophecies concerning the deſcent of the 
« Meſſiah from David, to mean that he 


4 ſhould be the ſon of ſome man who ſhould 


e be lineally deſcended from David. The 
ce inſertion. of any daughter of David would, 
tt jn their opinion, have vitiated the whole 
« genealogy. They muſt, therefore, have 
tt conſidered one of theſe genealogies as di- 

« rectly contradicting the other. 

« The two hiſtories of the miraculous con- 
60 ception are themſelves remarkably differ- 
« ent from each other; there are ſuch 
« capital circumſtances in each of the ac- 
« counts, omitted by the other, as- it can 
_ « hardly be ſuppoſed would have been omit- 
„ if the writers had been acquainted 
« with them. Would Luke have omit- 
« ted---the viſit of the wiſe men of the eaſt, 
the maſſacre of the children, and the jour- 
« ney into Egypt? Or Matthew --- the 
« ſpeeches of the angels, the ſtory of the 
ic ſhepherds, the prophecies of Simeon and 
d Anna; 


[ 71 J 


Ana 3-— and the birth of John the Bap- 


« tiſt? - 


« The narrative of Luke, is fo far from 
ec coinciding with that of Matthew, thaf it 


« is hardly poſſible to find in it room for the 
« journey into Egypt. According to Luke, 
e Jeſus was preſented at Jeruſalem as ſoon 
« as the days of Mary's purification were 
ec expired, and then returned directly to 
« Nazareth without going any - more to 
| © Bethlehem; where, indeed, it does not 

c appear, that Joſeph had any habitation or 
c friends: ſo that the wiſe men of Matthew, 
« who are ſuppoſed to have found the child 
te at Bethlehem, muſt have arrived in the 
ce country long after Mary had left the place. 


« On the contrary, Matthew muſt have ſup- 
ec poſed that Jeſus was kept at Bethlehem 


« near two years after his birth, and was 


« carried from thence into Egypt. Indeed, 
<« one cannot help inferring, from the account 


« of Matthew, that Joſeph and Mary were 


* properly of Bethlehem, that they did not 


< ſettle in Nazareth till after their return 
E 4. ce from 


% 
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ce from Egypt; and that they made choice 
« of this place, as being out of the territory 
« of Archelaus, the fon of Herod. Had 
« Matthew ſuppoſed Jeſus to have been at 
« Nazareth, in Galilee, at the time of his 
tc perſecytion by Herod, he would hardly 
c have thought of ſending him to Egypt, as 
« a place of ſafety, when, in order to come 
cc thicher, he muſt have paſſed through the 
c hole extent of Herod's dominion. — 
e If we examine each of the accounts ſe- 
« parately, --- they have both too much the 
ec air of fable; and the application of ſcrip- 
« ture, in the account aſcribed to Matthew, 
ce js very far from being ſuch as can recom- 
ec mend it. Jeſus, going into Egypt, and 
et returning from it, is made to be aà fulfil- 

e ment of a prophecy of Hoſea, which is no 
ee prophecy at all; but fimply the mention 
<« of God haying called his fon, the Iſraelites, 
« as a nation, out of that country. And Jeſus 
cis to ſettle at Nazareth; becauſe the Meſſiah 
« was to be a Nazarene; whereas, all that 
* can be W DI to 4 2 any countenance 
ä «ro 


: * 
— 


1 
ct $0 this in the Old Teſtament, is, that he 
te was to be deſpiſed and rejected of men; 
te and Nazareth was a deſpicable place, — 

« As to the ſtory of Luke, to ſay nothing 
«of che long and improbable ſpreches it 
«contains; and the viſion of angels to the 
ee ſhepherds, which has fo much the air of 
« fable; it implies ſuch an early declaration 
ce of Jeſus being the Meſſiah, as is inoorn- 
* patible wich the whole plas i-th il 

ce hiſtory,” _ rocker of af: oi tt 

Rant ae, Sin) alloning: ven Ae 


for the candour of your expreſſions, and yet 


at the fame time conſidering theſe inſtances 
of important urguments, untouched and to- 
tally neglected by you; arguments efſential 
to che ſubject; entering ĩnto ts very nature 
and foundation; and which (how far ſo ever 
from a complete anfwer your obſcrvations | 
were intended to be) could not be over- 
looked without either hurting your (cauſe, or 
miſleading your readers: 3. can I be looked 
* wry n I 
Tait ot agen . e ee und 


. ; * 0 ? 
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and candour, if I call ſuch repeated omiſ- 
Bons, unfair ſuppreſſion of evidence ? 1 
If ſuch inſtances therefore deſerve blame, 
which I think you cannot deny; why ſhould 
you be ſo much offended at my expreſſion 
dl honeſt indignation at your miſquotation 
- from Ignatius, as to think it. deſerved ſuch 
a public, and I may fay, unjuſt reprehenſion 
as you have given it, and for which you now, 
. In a private letter, ſay you are An 
As thought it in the higheſt degree im. 
probable, that a perſon ſhould accidentally 
hit upon a paſſage, exactly to his purpoſe, in 
ſo voluminous a” ſet of books as Coleterius's 
Patres Apoſtolici, that he ſhould happily 
miſs all the other: fathers; and amidſt up- 
wards of fiſteen hundred pages, in a lan- 
guage, the conſtruction of which is not very 
obvious; dip upon the only one, who men- 
1 tioned the miraculous conception, and upon 
the only place, where the goſpel of St. Mat- 
te is plainly referred to ;-=-you, will not, 
I think, condemn me, when 1- followed the 
WII! idea, and charged to miſre- 
| preſentation, 


1 


pfreſentation, that which you tell me woe 


from inadvertency alone. 15 


ſafely aſſert that I ſhould not have been guilty 
of a ſimilar miſtake. To read (as I imagin- 
ed you had done) the epiſtles of Ignatius; to 


know that there were two. ſorts of theſe, the 


one called genuine, and the other allowed to 


be forged; and, having a point to ſupport 
which could be better ſuſtained by the forged 


than the genuine epiſtles, to have recourſe 


to ſuch forged epiſtles; appeared to me ſo 
much the effect of deſign, as to be incapable 
of . referrad to chance and . 
only. | 

Every new book; the We of which 
are derived from prior publications, ought, 
in my opinion, to be the means of ſhortening 
the road to learning. Unfairneſs in quota- 


tion has the contrary effect. You dare not 


read a treatiſe deformed by ſuch arts, with- 
out having a continual recourſe to the origi- 
| nal auchorities, Thus knowledge, inſtead of 


being 


*\ 


1.6 not regaid maple ad nay ohne 2 
attentive of readers; but I believe 1 may - 


be ſhould read through the whole; or even a 
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being advanced, is really impeded; and the 
experience of a few. inſtances of - this unfair 
method of procedure, ſpreads a general ſuſpi- 
cion over the reader's mind, who, unleſs he 
has much patience indeed, will be tempted . 


to abandon ſuch ſtudies for the more pleaſu- 


table, though leſs uſeful branches of mere 


| literary amuſement. 


On this account, I do not think dhe way 
terms can be too ſevere againſt thoſe who 
are wilfully guilty of ſuch unworthy practices. 
At the ſame time, I cannot totally exculpate 


even the careleſs tranſctiber. - A man muſt 


be inattentive to a blameable degree, who 
examines neither title page, contents, run- 
ning title, nor notes on an author in whom 
he is intereſted. It cannot be expected that 


great part of every bock which he conſults. 
But he undoubtedly ought to make ſuch an 
examination, as to be certain, that nothing 
can be abjected to him, from the ſame au- 
thor, as inconſiſtent with the citation he has 


As 


1 1 


As 1 do not wiſh to puſh the argument 
any farther, than may be ſufficient to place 
my own conduct in the light in which it ought 
to be regarded, that of a ſincere defire to 
promote the cauſe of truth and fairneſs, 1 
ſhall here content myſelf with a fingle remark 
more, in reply to one of yours, that 4 1 

myſelf acknowledge the ſmaller epiſties of Ignatius 
to be favourable to the dofirine of the miraculous 
conception; it is the ſame thing, whether you 
vad quoted the one or the other: — | 
equally to your purpoſe. | 

But have you forgot, Sir, your own 
words, F © I ſhall make no comments upon 
« this teſtimony (the forged teſtimony) of 
Ignatius, but only obſerve, that if it is his 
genuine compoſition, written about the | 
. year 116, it will be a conſiderable evidence 

in favour of the authenticity of thofe chapters 
| * is cur goſpots which contain this fatt of our 
« Lord's . ſy he fame ſentiment you 


N lib. Appeal, p- 35—37. 0 
+ Niiſb. on the Mir, Con. p. 106, 10). 


expreſs 


.»” 


| expteſs in the beginning b ebe. 


997 


where -,you take notice of this paſſage of 
Ignatius, and concerning which, you fay that 
he © particularly mentions the hiſtory of the 


l * miraculous conception, and . in os ; 


words of the evangeliſt.” + 

| Is not this very different from a mere an 
claration of opinion; which is the utmoſt to 
which the paſſages in the ſmaller epiſtles can 
poſſibly amount to? For I can hardly ima- 
gine. that the ſingle circumſtance of Igna- 
tius's being the e of the apoſtles, 


2 7 101. 


+ | In p 54: (note) of your Appeal, you ſay that you 
« did not conſider yourſelf as a party in the diſpute on 
the authenticity of Ignatius's epiſtles.” But you were 
certainly, Sir, ſo much concerned in it, at leaſt, as to wiſh 
your argument in the appendix to appear juſt and con- 


| clufive; and as this reſſed on the authenticity of the 


epiſtle you quoted, you might be ſaid to be a party in 
it. When I wrote to you, I thought you a very in- 
terefled, and not an unprejudiced party. Indeed I re- 
garded you as very unfairly biafſed. It would be unjuft in 
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mn accrncad E 


* . 
Fd ; WI 
* , P 
» Þ « 
F 


1 75 1 


will woke all his opinions to be of apoſtolie 
authority. Now: there is. no medium : be« 
tween this and tallbility: and therefore if he 
might be miſtaken in one caſe, he might be 
miſtaken alſo in another; ande m, 
conception ſtanding upon the evidence ot his 
opinion only, can claim no more belief, than 
any other peculiar ĩdea which Ignatius mige 
entertain. So that the difference is very 
material between the weight of the evidence . 
of thoſe two epiſtles, even ſuppoſing chem 
both to have come from den ach 7 M8 | 
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avoid it. The circumſtances as ſtated both 


. 
thanks you for the candour with which yon bave | 
condutted yourſelf in your reply to bim. It is 
preſſions. But he certainly could not nean, 


chat you had either exhibited al his argu- 


ments, or that even thoſe which you had no- 
ticed,. were preſented by you in all the force 
which they deſerved. As to any other in- 
ſtances, in which a candid temper might be 


ſbewn, ſuch as polite expreſſions, and exter- 


nal marks of reſpect, you cannot be inſen- 
fible that I have myſelf acknowledged theſe 
in the completeſt ſenſe of the words, 

| You alſo tell me, that, with reſpect to the 
letter which called forth our appeal, Dr. 
Prieſtley ſays, © he can handy think any 


c man would wilfully miſrepreſent any ching 


« in a public controverſy, and that he is far 
« from ſuppoſing you to be guilty of it.” 

I hope I have myſelf convinced you of 
my unwillingneſs to bring ſuch a charge 
againſt you. I would not have done it in 
the very beginning, if I had known how to 


In, 


» 
„ 
By 


N 1 2 | x 


in che letter quoted by you in your appeal, 1 
and in that which is prefiaed to this corre- © 
ſpondence, you cannot avoid acknowledg- 
ing to be veh fit; "but cher would 
never haVe""appeared” tö the world, ud, . 
perhaps; you might have convihced me of 
your innocence, if you had not been ſo h, 
in, „„ e 
rantable publication. 46 | 
My diſpoſition was never ſo 1 5 to obſti- | 
nacy, as to refuſe the apology even of an 
enemy. Much leſs was 1 inclined to dif- 
believe the declaration of one who had a 
cCharacter of ſuch W to Tupporr 8 
vou hae. 1 n 
Lou ſhould Wie „ you e wo, Ni 
it out of my poeve to retraRt or Even to diſcuſs El TEE 
any thing, by your haſty | printing, The 
inconvenience, if there be any, — there- - | 
fore to be your own. _ * * 
At preſent, however, as you have made a 
ſerious and repeated declaration, that the error. 
Io have committed aroſe. from den . 


he p. 5052, note. 
F 


. „ 
1 24 


11 


only, 1 mould account myſelf uncandid in- 
deed, if I did not admit your plea; and can 
only lament that, inſtead of coafining this to 
a private letter, you have, by your too great 
precipitation, made both yourſelf and me 
3 laughter, to the unconcerned pub- 


. = . 
* 1 
* * 
—— 3 2 2 
— 4 
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A SECOND POSTSCRIPT. 


When I had baited the. ang pte o 
the former letters for the preſs, I pleaſed .. 
- myſelf with the idea, that the "perſonal part 
of this controverſy was completely ended. 
But a letter from you, dated April 27th, 
-diſappointed my expectation. | | 
In this you tell me (and area me w a 
your remarks before the public) 
1. That, in this ent 1 am the 
aggreſſor : | 
2. That 1 Repped ne of my way to 
attack you, in à diſpute in which I had no 
immediate or perſonal concern; and that the 
manner in which I did it was fo repre- 
henſible, 


10 1 


benſible, as to entitle me 0 no peculiar 
_ delicacy of treatment. 

3. That though the AS aan which | 
I had ſo improperly begun, might be called 
a private one, you had no grounds to imagine, 
but that I, a mere ſtranger as I was, who had 
exhibited againſt you the charge of wilful 
miſrepreſentation, in a ſtyle ſo uncourtly, and 
with ſo much unqualified ſeverity, might 
communicate to my friends my ſentiments of 
your ſuppoſed baſeneſs of conduct; and this 
communication might, eventually, be detri- 

mental to you, in character or intereſt, — 
|  - 4+ That as I had called upon you, uncon- 
ditionally, to retract your error in a public 
manner, this apprehenſion was by no means 
- without foundation; that, therefore, if the ſtep 
you took, of an appeal to the public, was a 

haſty one, the occalion, in ſome meaſure, 

' juſtified it. | 

And 5. That as I had een 
from the charge referred to, the controverſy, 
as a perſonal one, ought to be dropped by me: 
but that, on the contrary, I accuſe you of 
other inſtances of unfairneſs, different from 


-F 2 this ; 


41. | 
an nei pes ehivgi bas ses 
 vindicate yourſelf, and a-determination, at all 
adventures, to find ſomething in your book, ow 
might injure your platin. 

en than pur 00/ms rbb wo cb! Js 
Whether; in your Obſervations on the Mi- 
ite Conception, you have any where 
; aan e IAIN RAE ee | 


nn nt 4 


And, widen Mein e ee 
2 b ee ef neal, nay, of much greater 
importance, . you * 
omitted... 

| | You hence conclude, that though you may 
4 have paſſed over, in filence, many obſerva- 


| Saas of Dr. Fiefley, and importue opes 


4 1 ſuppoſe you mean, whether the obſervations of 
| Dr. Prigtly, to which you have replied, are not of more 
importance, than thoſe which you have omitted the con- 

 fideration of. For this is the only ſenſe which can lead 
to the concluſion you draw. Though I have taken the 
liberty to change the words and order of the paſſages in 
your letter, I could not regard myſelf as authorized to 
eee e ee e Conrrivced that you Gould 
| NE IO WEI TONES Werder ve bas, 


* Fe 2 oh 
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Gy 5+ 3 BN | 
out e bee Hee of un⸗ 
ſairneſs. lon HS 0 aten nen 5 
This is tha gen of wes you urge: 
and I believe, you will not ſay that I have - 
placed your arguments in a weaker light, than 
you have yourſelf. My reply, to ſave many 
1. If by aggreſſor is meant the firf writer 
Jam the aggreſſor; but if, as I am apt to | 
think, it is the perſon who unneceſſarily 
brings the diſpute. before ay OE 
liable. to this charge. IIA n 
2. When an author, preſents his. Jae ih 
os world, every one hasja:right. to make ap- 
plication to him, either hy private letter, or 
in the way of public diſcuſſion, on any ſub- 
ject which the author treats of. Under this 
idea, I wrote to you. Nor can J conceive, 
that you had a right to publiſn the letter 
which I ſent, before you had gained my 


% 


concurrence, ,. I, do, not ſay, that an author . 


is obliged to anſwer all the letters which are 
- ſent gud nor do I Sink 1 be ought even 
| to 


k wry 


1 


to receive ſuch as may make him Bebi, 16 
er penſe. But, ſetting aſide this, as his work 
is an appeal to all mankind, all mankind 
have a right to apply to him for information, 
in thoſe things, at leaſt, which are important 
in the points which he diſcuſſes. As to the 
manner, I have ſtated my ſentiments already. 

3- The whole of the remark in this head 
is founded upon mere ſuſpicion; and implies 
ſo little confidence in the juſtice of a man's 
cauſe, as can reflect no honour on him, who 
would ſeriouſiy uſe it. Beſides, charges even 
of immbralities, accompanied with undue feve- 
rity in him who brings them, are weakened 
in proportion to this ſeverity. So that, in 
this view, your fears ought to have been lefs, 
in the exa& ratio of the ſuppoſed uncourt- 
lineſs of the ſtyle you complain of. Why 
then ſhould you expreſs ſuch mighty alarm 
as to what mſchief might befal you, from a 


mere letter, to which you might have re- 


| pied when, and in what terms, you pleaſed ” 
4. 1 had not, nor have I now, any notion 
that an acknowledgment of error (for I did 


- 


„ 
not aſk you to zell the public that you were 
guilty of miſrepreſextation)) by means of he 
Reviews, would hurt your character. 
exalt it, by making the world think more 
highly of your fairneſs and candour. 

5. The perſonal part of the controverſy 
ſhall be dropped here. The reply to yaur 
other obſervations may be gathered from the 
preceding and following ferters, ' from! wien 
the public and yourſelf muſt jadge; hom füt 
1 have been actuated by juſt principles,” ot 
have purſued à right method in the condert 
We us.” Ww enmg 
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. A1 I haye now wats eee 
Perſonal, in the controverſy in which you have 


tian to the diſcuſſion of the ſubject itſelf; not, 
fully or ſyſtematically, but of making ſuch 
. obſervations as naturally ariſe, from different 
topics, as they preſent themſelves to notice. 


In my laſt letter, among other paſſages 
quoted from Dr.-Prieſtley, was one, in which 


it is aſſerted that there were, in the early 
times of chiiſtianty, goſpels which did not 
* contain the narrative of the Oo con- 
oeption. 

One of theſe. x was the Nazgrene or Ebionit 
goſpel - ' Thayghis is of high antiquity is 


engaged me, I ſhall willingly turn my atten - 


A 


nete tic: Je Weben 


fiend to it. - He dates its publication at he 


year of Chriſt 67 or 68. Now this is ſo near 


to the date of St. Matthews goſpel; which  - 


Dr. Lardner+ fixes about the year 64, 2 to 
lead to a ſuſpicion, that theſe-goſpels/niight 
originally be the fame. And this is rendered 


probable by the conſideration; that they 
were both written for the ſanie-putpoſe;* che 


inſtruction of the Hebrew converts : ant in 
the ſame language; the Hebrew ol thoſe times, 
or what is more properly: called the Syrer 
Chaldaic. %o bt 387 ct! ane 

Now cheſe convetto, accordiog to Mir, 
Jones himſelf, were very numemus.i We 


s 1 e 526% Nun 28 nts «i 1 ern 


Mechod for ſettling the Canonic Auth. of the New 
ck. xi. es ald . rf. 


Teſt, vel. 1. ben H. &. 


45⁰ 1) bits bete nr Sto it d 15. 


. 
1 this Works, vol. VI. p. 36. „at Low 


t Wien on the Authenticity of the rf add edna _ - 
of St. Matthew,” p. 36. pere Simon HE. 


Crit. du Noav. Teſt. ch. v. v. e Tntrod. 
Leftures to the Now Teſt. $ 89, go 5 


8 8 F; Dae p. an. ROY 


t 9 of 137-38 | „ TY 
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ene "told: (Gays he) Acts xxi. 20. 0 

4 many u (ten thouſands) of Jews, that 

believed and received the doctrine of 

« Chriſt,” He deſeribes them, indeed, as 

mixing Judaiſm with Chriſtianity ; and in- 

80 r from Epiphanius, that they differ- 

8 ed little from the Jews, except in their belief 

| of Chriſt Theſe were the people who ad- 

mitted this goſpel, 1 ara pen _—_ 

St. Matthew. ia? 

Ad in this ny fab theſuafages of the 
me eminent fathers. Theodoret ſays 
plainly, that both the kinds of the Ebionites* = 

Wetivetl u other goſpel than chat of St. 

| Miätthen. The fame is declared alſo by-Ire- 

meu. Fand IE that Symmachus 


29 9g *o ts wir” TO 


et, Oe lade, Oc p. 873.) peaks of tho kings 
of Ebionites, one who denied, and the other who be- 
| Leved the miratuloys conception; the laſt of which are 
fyppged by ſome to be the ſame as the Nazarenes : but 
[has boch chase were the ſame sell is proved by Dr. 
e, e , e . 
ch. viii. tho % f 2 2414 8 « 1155 4 
| + rener Hil gf kel. Op. vl . b. 2133 213. 
Thecl. Rep. „ 1 


ended vᷣours 


' 


t a 1 


n ſupport the hereſy of the-Ebis> 
nites, from the goſpel of St. Matthew,* which ũ 
is a proof that the Ebionite goſpel was that of 
St, Matthew ; that 1 it contained nothing pon 
trary to the Ebionite principles ; and, conle- 
2833 had not the miraculous conception. 

Jerom, f who was perhaps a better judge in 
theſe matters een mM the fathers, except 


ts Weigel 0 12 | 
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. Landa ANS 
pel of St. Matthew, is ks c, deer . 
Lane is as follows i ed Hate | 
 Matthiens, Jui et — ipoftn, eb 
mus in Jod, propter eos, qui ex'circuncifions eredhs 
derant, evangelium Chriſti Hebraicis Hiberis verbilizue 
compoſuit. ns LE 
ſatis certum eſt. A) ANI 
Porro, ibn Hebratenm babes  ofijne bee w 
Cſarenfl bibliotheca, quam Pumphilus Martyr" findi- 
ofiffime confecit. Miki qwoque 4 Nazürrie, dus in 
Bares, tide eie, hoe rolumins aasee, gag 
Nn e ae 
five ex perſona fun, five ex perſon domit filvatoris, 
2:35* (17 BY 111 


1 92 ] 


Origen, Gays, erpteſily that the Hebrew gol. | 
n he an was * 1 15 Mat- 
0 cde 


A non ** er- 
tuaginta tranſlatorum auctoritatem, ſed Hebraicam:; 
W a, 
quoniam Nazaraus vocabitur. '' 
. - Thedifficulty, in theſe paſſages, e 
Is e e the deginning of the third, has a reference. 
Many apply it to the Nazarene goſpel. But I cannot 
regard it as intended to relate to any thing but the goſpel 
of St. Matthew, as it then exiſted in Greek, _ 8 
general body of chriſtians, 

Por. the deſign of Jerom here is to give an account of 
the goſpel of St. Matthew, as it was received in his 
time, not of any particular copy of it, farther than 
as this copy eſtabliſhed his aſſertion, that the goſpel was 
originally written in the Hebrew language. To ſay that 
the Nazarene goſpel was in Hebrew, and the quotations 
Parte Ga Ot eee re hos ee e 
nal text, in that language, would be no proof at all; for 
this they might be, and yet che Gregk be the original 
copy, and the Nazarene à corrupted verſion. But to 
5 produce this Nazarene goſpel, in Hebrew, and to ſhow, 
in connexion with it, that the quotations in the Greek 
itſelf were taken, not from a but from 
the. n ſeriptures, would be 1 to his 
purpoſe, 


213193: 
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— 


thew. Epiphanius hirnfelf, * tlie greäteſt . 
enemy of 25 ne e the. - 
* . | | - ame, 4 


purpoſe, and eftabliſh his aſſertion, det the original 


of this goſpel was in Hebrew.. If theſe proofs, are to be 
taken from the Nazarene goſpel, it may be fairly 


aſſerted, that they would be taken, from ſuch parts of | ; 


it, as differed from the quotations in the Greek edition. 
But is this the caſe ? Does Jerom produce, for this pur- 
pole, any inſtance from the Nazarene goſpel, in which it 
differs from the Greek ? Far from it. On the contrary, 


he exhibits thoſe paſſages which are ſaid not to have ex- - 
iſted in that goſpel, but have been always found in the 


Greek. His reference here, therefore, muſt be to the 
Greek copy, and. it is of this he ſays, lb evangeljf 


obſervation, therefore, which Jerom here makes, affords 
no, proof that the Nazarene goſpel, even in. his time, 


bed; $9,290; 4rf. Hager of It. een, > | 


than in the preceding ages. 


It muſt be acknowledged, chat the exprefion uſed 17 


Jerom is very ſtrong (. bicunque evangeliſta— veteris 
ſcripturz teſtimoniis utitur*) and would lead his reader 
to conclude that Matthew, in che r:ghr goſpel, akvays 
FF But, he 


ul „ Apud Seen Bez, a 12 
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| guotes from the Hebrew, nat from the Septuagint. | The 
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him to uſe expreſſions of too general a kind, when 
his real meaning was more reſtricted. And, with reſpect 


"4% 


are, and Wh} 5 Rs 


having its beginning at the third chapter of 
the * copies of — 


10 


5 


— 5 of Jerom's temper might eaſily induce 


to ſeveral of the paſſages referred to, they are ſuch as 
could not, from the nature of the ſabje#, on which they 
are produced, be taken entirely either from the Hebrew 


or the Septuagint. | Such are the following ; Matt. iv. 


10. viii, 17. xxvũ. 9, 10. Others, alſo, 3 
neceſſity, but being quoted from memory only, diſfer 


tom both: Matt. iii. 3. xii. 18—21, xxii. 37. But moſt 
xte correſpondent to the Hebrew. iv. 4, 6. (in which 
both the Hebrew and Septuagint agree) ver. 15, 16. (in 
- which the Hebrew appears to be chiefly regarded) 
ix. 13. (in which, though the Septuagint is followed, 

- the variation from the Hebrew is very trifling indeed) 


xxi. 5. (wholly from the Hebrew) xi. 42. (both Heb. 


and LXX.)- So xxii. 39, 44+ xxiv. 15. (in which, as 
_ Jerom” tranſlates the correſponding paſſage in Dan. 
dN. 27. ee eee 
deen the ſame as the Greek of St. Matthew) and 


Avi. 35. which agrees with the Hebrew and LX. but 


i ingutentic, and does not even apprar to have exiſte 


* Theolog. Repoſ, vol. Iv. p. 277. Priefiley's 


Hiſt, of Earl Op. vol. III. p. 213. 


- 


= 


"tx 


To theſe may be tt 
hich, i v nn 


have 


e Jeran's ime, fre of the eg at hib. cf th 
Vulgate being without it. aden 


To: which may; be added, the two. which, bs the. 


in the ſecond chapter, ver. 15, 23. in which the 
Greek of St. Matthew agrees with the Hebrew, not 


with the LXX ; though, with reſpect to the latter 
of theſe verſes, the correſpondence is imaginary. only: 


Jerom ſuppoſing Natepa Q- to be taken from Iſaiah 
xi. 1. where the Hebrew word 123 CO 
which he, ignorantly, tranſlates Nazareus 


to the goſpel of St. Matthew, as ix exited in the G 


language, in his time, and not to the Ebionite goſpel; 


of which, indeed, he takes no notice, in his commentary 


on St. Matthew, excepting in a ſew places quoted bp 
Mr. Jones (Canon, Auth. p. 347—349) and in which 


he vever uſes the phraſe, ipſum Hebraicum, when he 


dum Hebr 203, or the like, plainly for the ſake of diftinf@ion. 
which can be clearly ſhown to be taken from the LXX, 


ch. iv. 7. (but here the Hebrew differs very little) and + 
i. 14, 18. 80 that Jerom might juſily enough ay, 


Keg Ge CREE OY 


brew, 


- 


— 


— 
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f have no ſmall force attending it. 1 | 
een 6. giwes 


el, 
* 3-5 


- the 


83 Mb each ate wh Nor iv it ſurpriüng 


chat he ſhquld preſs, the argument as far as he could; 


when it was a favourite point with him to magnify the 
. Hebrew ſcriptures of the Old Teſtament, and depreciate 
- the Greek, to which latter, it muſt be confeſſed, the 
nen, 
9 Misst, thi üg ſpeaks for infelf.- For it would be 


no argument in favour of his point, that, in the Hebrew 


copy of the goſpel, the evangeliſt makes his citations 


"from the Hebrew ſcriptures ; becauſe he would not be 


-  Kkely to do otherwiſe ; beſides that Jerom's aſſertion 


would be ſtill liable to contradiction, as he never pre- 


ends to produce a 4ingle paſſage from this goſpel; in 


order to eſtabliſn his aſſertion. But when he ſhows that, 
from the very text which was then in general uſe; it 
appears that the evangeliſt deduced his authorities in ge- 


1 ——— the point he propoſes 


is ſufficiently proved; namely, that in what eſtimation ſo 
ever the Septuagint verſion might be held, the Hebrew 
( a5the 


As Jeeem's viding five dead we hut a. 


bore remarks, — IS 
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the bug intimation. Fn the Nazarene 
copy, in his poſſeſſion had not that part 
| which relates to the miraculous conception. 

Speaking of the words, and thou Bethlebem 

in the land of Juda, which, according to him, | 
| were read in the common copies then extant, 
and thou Bethlehem in the land of Jupza, he 
makes the following remark z 


«ram 
© Us eee quid ae of Oe. Ex Ag ypio 


i vocavi filium mm.  Refpondeant qui Hebrzvrum vo- _ 


ce luminum denegant veritatem, ubi hoc in LXX. lega-» 
1 Quod cum non invenerint, nos eis 
dieemus, in Ofea propheta ſcriptum, ficut et exem- 
«« plaria probare poſſunt, quz nuper edidimus. 
* Ft weniens, &c. -$ fonts de. Gaipenria rpatbie . 
| **exemiplum, nvquam diceret, quod dictum eſt per pro- 
e phetas ; ſed, ſimpliciter, quod dictum eſt per prophe- 
„tam; nunc autem pluraliter prophetas vocans, oſten- 
r ſed ſenſum. 
* Nazaraus, anus interpretatur. Sanctum autem do- 
r Poſ- 
e ſamus et aliter dicere, quod etiam eiſdem verbis juxta = 
“ Hebraicam. veritatem in Eſaia ſcriptum ſit; extet dig ee 


1 de radice Joſe; et Nazar us de radict ejus conſeendat.?? 85 


* Hieronzm in Matthewn, C, II. 
e 
e 
A but 


e 

J am of opinion, that the reading which 

came from the evangeliſt, was, as in the 
e Hebrew itſelf (that is, the Hebrew of 
« Micah from whom the prophecy was ken) | 


cc n not e 


tin ore de from the Ge copy A Se; Matthew, 

| ſhow plainly, that the ſame paſſages quoted by him in 

any other place, are taken alſo from the ſame Greek 

| copy; and conſequently determine, beyond doubt, that 
the words in quo, above-mentioned, muſt be applied to 
the Greek, or common text of $t. Matthew, and were not in- 
tended by Jerom to be referred to the Ebionite Hebrew. 


II I have taken this quotation from Dr. MilPs Pro- 
legomena, & 42. whoſe words are, Age vero, an tale 
« aliquod exemplar” (Nazarenum) . penes ſe habuerit 
Hieronymus, vel unus ejus loquatur in Matthzum , 
„ Commentarius. Ad cap. ti. v. 6. hæc habet; Pu- 
te tamus ah evangelifta primum editum, ut in ip Hebreo 
<< (Michzz) Jude non Nudes. Quorſam hac conjec- 
«« tura, fi Hebraicum illi foret ad manum ? ” ond: 

He adds other inſtances alſo to the ſame purpoſe ; 

| which ſhow, indeed, plainly enough, that Jerom did 

not make as much uſe, as he might, of the Nazarene |, 

goſpel ; but afford no proof, that he was not poſſeſſed of 

it. Indeed Jerom's declarations that he actually had it, 

| 1 : | and 
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On which 1 Dr. Mill obſerves, 1 
that Jerom could not have had in his 
poſſeſſion the Nazarene goſpel; for if be 
had, eee n 

N WOES a mere 
ebe en e Lene 
put this out of all manner of doubt. ket, 

Dr. Mill is imiflaken in referring the Phe i iy 
Hadres to the Hebrew of Micah ; it rather refers to the 
Hebrew of the Old Teſlamentin general, and to the book 
of Joſhua in particular, as is evident from Jerom's own 
words, whoſe reference to Micah is not in this, 1 
ä „ Potamus enim ab erangelita primum editum, 4 
« in ig/o Hebraico legimus, Judz, non Judzz. Quz 
e eſt enim aliarum gentium Bethlehem, ut ad diſtinc- 
« tionem hic Judz# poneretur? Judz enim idcirco 
« ſcribitur, quia eſt et alia Bethlehem in Galilza. Lege 
« librum Jeſu filii Naue. Denique et in ipſo teſtimonio 
quod de Michzz prophetia ſcriptum eſt, ita habet, et 
ee tu Bethlehem, terra Judz.” (in Matt. c. i.) -. 

There are in Joſhua two' paſſages (X. 7. xxi. 11.) 
in which mention is made of the mountain or hill coun- 
try of Judah; and another (xix. 15.) in which Bethle- 
hem (which muſt be the Galilean Bethlehem, referred 
to here) is ſpoken of as belonging to the lot of Zebulun. X 
From theſe” N draws his remark ; which, indeed, is 
"4 G 2 an 


be called by the fame name. Indeed. in the Old Teſta- 


| L 100 J 
a mere -conjefture And this would have 
been a perfectly juſt concluſion, if Jerom had 
| pat plainly declared the contrary, and con- 

firmed this declaration by having actually 

bad recourſe BN golpe] | in more * | 


* N 


an erroneous one. | Far though r in common | 


language, take in the whole of the land of Canaan, 
there is no reaſon why a particular diftrit of it may not 


ment itſelf Judah is frequently uſed in both ſenſes; why _ 


then may not Judea, which is nothing more than Judah, 
- grecized; be ſo too? The paſſages of the Old Teſta- 
ment, in which Judah, the diſtri ſo called, is found, 
are very numerous. Bethlehem-Judah is mentioned 
| Judg, vii. 7. xix. 1. and elſewhere, FEY 
That in ip Hebraics can mean nothing but the He- 
brew text of the Old Teſtament, is manifeſt alſo from 
che very laſt ſentence, where ig/um Hebraicum muſt be 
tupplied to give ſenſe to the verb haber. Micheas would 
' not ſerve the purpoſe ;. becauſe the whole deſign of the 
/ paſlage is to ſhow what was the reading of the Hebrow. 
The above remarks of Dr. Mill, added to the obſer- - 
vations to which this note refers, ſhow that Dr, Prieftley 
was miſtaken in the idea, that Jerom's Nazarene copy 
- contained the ſecond chapter of Matthew. Theol. Rep. 
ub ſup. p. 287. Earl. Op. vol. III. P. 215. 


K 0 
than one. In this, however, be is obliged w 


have recourſe to conjecture only. What is the 


natural conclufion? Certainly this; chat with 
reſpect to the verſe in queſtion, the cop 


of the Nazarene goſpel which Jerom had, 
is totally ſilent. But does Jerom any where 
fay that this copy was defective; and if it was, 
could he not have completed i from. other 
copies? W 
The plain language of this beter 58 
vation, therefore, is, that the Nazarene gol-- 
pet did not contain this ſuppoſed part of 
ſcripture. And conſequently, whatever may 
be determined as to the difference of opi- 
nions between the Nazarenes and Ebionites 
with reſpect to the miraculous conception ; 
the Nazarene goſpel itſelf had not, even in 
the time of Jerom, the narrative of this event 
any more than that of the Ebionites 5 
Here is, chen, an additional evidence, 
draun from the en nen them 


. 5 of the New Teſt. 
val. I. p. 343330, | 


1 
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ſelves, that the original goſpel of St. Mat- 
thew did not contain thoſe two firſt chapters, 
which ate found in our preſent * of the 
New Teſtament. | 
Tou vill perhaps ſay; that I hw beta 
all along confounding together two different 
compoſitions, and ſuppoſing, what- ought to 
be proved, that the Nazarene and Ebionite 
goſpels were the ſame. As in this idea you 
are ſupported by ſo able a writer as Dr. 
Mill himſelf, it may not, perhaps, be im- 
proper to give ſome attention to his argu- 


ments on this head. Theſe are, 


1 hat the authentic goſpel of Matthew 
muſt have agreed with the preſent Greek 
verſion; whereas the Nazarene el much 


from this verſion. 
c 2. That Origen, who was acquainted with 
the Nazarene. goſpel, entertained a mean 
opinion of it, ; | RN 
And, 3. That Euſebius, in enumerating 
the acknowledged, doubtful, and ſpurious 
books of ſcripture, reckons the Nazarene 
goſpel among the laſt of theſe.® 
„* N l in Nov. Tel. 19 


W. 


4 


the particular variations, but the general and 
fundamental agreement or diverſity between 


are the feweſt copies; as in proportion to the 


_— _ 
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To all which the reply is not very difficult; 
For, 1. The queſtion is not concerning 


the Nazarene goſpel and that of St. Matthew; 
both of which might have been originally 
the ſame, though, in a length of time, cor- 

ruptions, and theſe great ones, may have 
crept into either or both of them. Of theſe 
the moſt corrupt will be that of which there 


number of various readings is the purity of 
the text which may be formed from them. 
Variations therefore in the Nazarene copy, 
not affecting the general tenour of the hiſtory, 
will prove nothing againſt its being originally 


from the hand of St. Matthew. The omiſ- 
fion of the two firſt chapters, being the point 


in diſpute, cannot be urged as any proof of 
this diverſity. Indeed, the general agreement 


of the fathers in declaring the Nazarene, goſ- 
pel to be the ſame with that of Matthew, is 


a clear proof that though there yoo altera- 
DE | tions 


"CL 


| tions made in the former, they were not fuck 3 


as to deſtroy its identity.* _ 
2. Though the authority of Origen muſt | 
be conſeſſed to be highly reſpectable, in moſt — 
caſes; yet it is not to be regarded, fingly - 
| taken, a ſuperior to that of all the other | 
eccleſiaſtical writers united. Whatever opi- 
nion, therefore, he might form of the Naza- 
rene goſpel, it does not follow, that this muſt 
of neceſſity be a juſt opinion, eſpecially when 
there are ſo many e ue 
againſt him. 155 — 
Fr a | 
which Dr. Mill produces, that Origen enter- 
tained a mean opinion of this geſpel. Ori- 
gen's words, ſpeaking of the ſtory in the Na- 
We gaſpel of the e a Ch 


et 5—8. . 
the Nazarene, the Ebionite and Matthew's goſpels as 
| the ſame, though the two former he thinks to have 
been corrupted. The ſentiments of many moderns 
on this goſpel may be ſeen in Jones on the Canonic. 
Auth, vol. L. part II. chap, ten ee e 
of is in chap, & f 


what | 


— 


1 1 
he ſhould dow ges and bi lu 
Air. 16. &c.) are theſqm 
eee terials „ % this (the | 
Nazarene: goſpel) not as an authority; but as's 
proof (ad haminem, I {appolc) of the queſtion 
before him. The whole meaning of which is, 
that he! regards this 'gaſpet+ as of dubious | 
authority; which he might eaſily be ſup- 
poſed to do, on account of its numerous cor. 
ruptions, without denying that it TR | 
came from St. Matthew * 
Bur A e GA ahi to; this 
objection is, that the Latin Homikes of Ori- 
gen on Matthew are ſpurious, that they did 
not exiſt before the ſixth century, and were 
FF 


*£:; 


<4 7 = = 


. vx nit, 
ſed ad manifeſtationem propofite quzſtionis. | Origen. 
Hom. 8. in Matthi Editionis Latine ap. Mill, Proleg. 
$ 46. oo RO e 


Jones, p. 111. * 


+ See Dots Bibliodzes Para, tit ar, 
15 nen on /ny . I'S 


" os 
* 
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regard is aue to fuch anhang may be cu 
Jodged. 


3. Michaelis makes & ia a reply 


We to Dr. Mill's obſervation: on this head, and 
Part of the preceding, that I ſhall have no- 
8 his remarks.“ 


ct Dr. Mill endeavours to ſhow: that the 


1 goſpel of the Nazarents/was quite a diſ- 


dee Bort. Ledures to the New Tet. 


p. 222, 223. 


Euſebius (ſays Dr. Mil, 6 46 ) übt ſeripta-novi Foe- | 
deris recenſuiſſet, primum dhe, quatuor evan- 


gelia, acta, epiſtolas Pauli, priorem Ioannis, ac pria- 


rem Petri, (quibus, inquit, adjungere licet, art pan, 


Joannis Apocalypſin) tum et aylaryqumra, de quibus 
aliquandiu dubitatum fuit in Eccleſia, epiſtolas Jacobi, 


| Judz, poſteriorem Petri, ſecundam et tertiam Joannis; 
| hiſce demum voda ſubjungit, ſeu ſcripta ambiguæ aucto- 


ritatis, Acta Pauli, Paſtorem, Apocalypſin Petri, Bar- 
nabæ epiſtolam, et Apoſtolorum didzxac dictas. In 
2 autem ordinem relatum dicit, idque 3 a paucis qui- 

buſdam « duntarai, evangelium ſecundum Hebrzos. Unde 
liquet, ex th/eus, et quidem ecchſig ſeeuli ut fententia, tan- 
tum interfuiſſe inter Matthzi verum, et hoc zala Efpass, 


vnn mad hir locus ol inter friptaras us hahe 
283 "See Euſch, Eul. Hiſt, lib. III. chap; xxv 


ce int 


F S 


two 1 


cc tinct piece from St. Matthew's e 
« that it was written jointly by ſome of che 
e that none but Epiphanius and Jerom have 
« confounded them together, though Jerom 
« writes; à pleriſque Maithei authenticum vo- 
e catur, Dr. Mill appeals to Origen, who, 
« he ſays, diſtinguiſhes-the two goſpels from 
tc each other. This father frequently made 
c uſe of the goſpel of the Nazarenes (See 
= J erom's Catal. in voc. Jacobus) and yet 
ce he writes, that he had it from the report 
cc of the ancients, . rapadoon' pave). that 
c Matthew wrote in Hebrew. In anſwer to 
« this, Dr. Mill ſays, that if Origen had the 
e Hebrew goſpeFin his own hands, he need 
not learn this from tradition. But was not 
« Origen obliged to learn from tradition that 
ce this was the genuine goſpel of St. Mat- 
« thew? He appeals moreover to Euſebius, 
« who ſo often makes honourable mention 


2 A 


1 * A ef 


P-. 9+ (in Goſpels v. * ef 


Vi . Enfebins indeed ſeems to FESTE a favourable 


eee Q,MAAIETA EBPAIQN 


ce 108 4 


«of the Hebrew gebe Euſebius, in his 


account of the .o or ſpurious books, ſays, 


* among theſe ſome reckon the Hebrew goſpel ; 
© hence Dr. Mill concludes, that Euſebius 
— eſteemed it even below the ſpurious books; 


ce which is a ſtrange perverſion of his words : | 
« for it is much more natural to conclude, 
er that he and the majority reckoned this 
« goſpel among the az/bentic books, ſince he 
« mentions only /ome who efteemed it ſpyri- 
© ol. But the words immediately pre- 


* ceding might have aſſiſted Mill in explain- | 
es ing Euſebius; among theſe ſpurious pieces 


« we are at liberty to place the revelation of 
« Joby (which he had before, agreeably to 
«the opinion of others, reckoned among the 


1 which ſome rejefF, but others place 


among the dualen. Among theſe ſome 


4 "a p_ the Hebrew goſpel,» But Dr. Mill 


nr 1 ſeems 


opinion: of this goipel, if his own words are to be re- 
garded. Ha, n ob, (that is, oog) Twey new To 2 


OI 
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 « ſeems for once to have been leſs ſolicitous 


« for truth than for arguments, WADA . 


« defend the current opinion of divines.“ 
Father Simon“ is of opinion that the Na- 
zarene goſpel contained the genealogy; be- 
cauſe we are informed by Epiphanius, that 
Cerinthus and Carpocrates argued from the 


genealogy that Jeſus Cuil Was * E 


Jeb and Mary. 
But this they might do by — 


ad hominem (which was not uncommon with - 


not admit the genealogy to be authentic. 


But if they admited its authenticity, it is plain 
that they knew nothing of thoſe parts of the 


goſpel in which the miraculous conce a 1 


' OI TON XPIETON TIAPAAEZAMENOT | XAL- 
POYEI. The goſpel according to the Hebrews ; — 


in which 750% of the Hebrows we e 


take vy great delight. Euſeb. ib. 


__* Hiſt, Critiq, du Nouv. Teſt, p. 72. See aſs 

| Lardner's Works, vol. IX. p. 321, 322, 329. Com- 
pars en, vol. I, 1 W eſpecially p. 223 
— m. TW: * LOA 6 # N 
9 „ | 18 
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is related; becauſe their argument that 
Chriſt was the ſon of Joſeph and Mary, 

| though juſtly deduced (and there is nothing 
in the genealogy to contradict this) would be 

overthrown by the very paſſages which im- 
mediately followed the genealogy. If there- 
fore they admitted the latter, it is plain that 
they rejected the other. And what can be 
thought of a ſuppoſed portion of ſcripture, - 
of which ſome rejected the whole, and others 

the moſt material parts? This is certainly 
no favourable ſymptom of che 3 
. any mu „ 


1 Will 


| rr wah ſuppoſition, that 
| | the interpretation here given by P. Simon is juſt ; but, 
= | I am convinced that this is by no means fo ; a proof of 
1. which may be found in the paſſage itſelf. 
Epiphanius, after ſtating what was the beginning of 

the Ebionite goſpel, and exhibiting its interpolated hiſ- 

tory of Chriſt's baptiſm, proceeds thus; O jwev yap 
Krad. ua Kapmoxgay ro avly xpupera dude Tag av- 

Toig £Va&YYENQ, amo TH; ag Ts xala Maldauy cue 

Ja rng Teveanoyiag AR Tap av, en ‘] Ivonp 

a Mapias eas roy Xpirov.. OYTOL AE ana ru 

of 3 KS . , : ; Javarvlai, 


— —— — See ey emu a - 1 —— — —— — 


— ECT — — 
* 
. 
* 
* 
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I will not pay your underſtanding ſo poor 
a compliment, as to ſuppoſe you capable of 
imagining that theſe mutilations were made 

by the- CONE: or N ney to ſerve their 


— narAxOTANrRA Yap rag Taps Ty Mars 
daup yereanonias, apo m af Totttobai og TpourTrovy. 
eros, dn eyevdlo en rag apa "Hpuds Bardaus Ths 


Isdalag. ; 
The literal meaning of which is ; For Cerinthus gud 


Carpecrater, though they uſe the ſame goſpel with them (that 


is, with the Ebionites, whoſe goſpel Epiphanius (inconfiſ- 
tently indeed) does not here acknowledge to be that of St. 
Matthew, but regards as ſpurious and mutilated [ odr 
peru tai wepelnpraguers) would prove from the beginning of 
Matthew's goſpel (that is, not from the Ebionite, but the 
commonly received goſpel of St. Matthew) 2 means of 
the genealogy, that Chriſt is of the feed of Toſeph and Mary. 
But theſe nen (the Ebionites) have ' other fancies ; for 
HAVING CUT OFF THE GENEALOGIES in Matthew; 
they begin, as 1 aid before, with the auer di, It came fo 
| paſs in the days of Herod, king of Fudea. | | 
So that the difference, as here ſtated, between the 
Cerinthians and Carpocratians on the one fide, and the 
Ebionites on the 'other, is, that the two former either 
added the genealogy to the Ebionite goſpel, or argued | 
Hom * genealogy, hom admitting it as authentie, 


- 
* 
o 


ate 7 112 1 5 
on purpoſes. Corruptions, hn eines; 
come from a different quarter. The-here- 
tics indeed have been accuſed, but the con- 
victd parties are certainly the or;bodox.. On 
" which account, 1 confeſs, that if 1 had 
two Hogies of the New Teſtament ſet be- 
före me, in order to decide which of them 
had the * e of * having ori- 


— N 
=, 
$ | | 
- . - 
. i ; 
* = * * Pe — 
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' fore, inſtead. of proving that this goſpel contained the 

genealogy, demonſtrates the contrary, and repreſents 
the Cerinthians and Carpocratians as, at the /utmoſt, 2 

only annexing to it a part which, the Ebiouites univer-- 

fally rejected. 

„ We, therefore, be dee as dhe s- 

CE: ing of anothet paſſage of Epiphanius (Heref. 28, N. f.) 

| which has given occaſion to oppoſite interpretations 

(Jones, vol. I. p. 222 ; and Lardner, vol. IX. p. 322, 

note) it is clear from this before us, that the Ebionite 

or Nazarene goſpel did not contain the chapters in queſ- 

| tion. I cannot, however, be of Dr, Lardner's opinion 
| - that this latter paſſage proves that the Cerinthians ad- 
mitted the y 3. 1, rather thigk, with Mr. Janes, 
__.* *.-- that it leads 19 = comrary concluſion, as will appear 
_: nn „ 
=_ 4 a Nhe, 
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ginally come from che ſacred writersg 1 
durſt venture to ſay, the chances would be 
that the heretical copy was the genuine one. 
It is well known that the orthodox fathers 
deftroyed the writings of the heretics. If the 
cauſe was good, which theſe fathers laboured 
to ſupport, hat occafion for all this artifice 
and concealment.? The heretical. party afted 
in a contrary manner. They deſtroyed” no 
copies, but left the argument to ſtand upom 


xa . Ov. A Fraß eri] d m ee TW 
evoapecy b rtp eri vd wep@r to % . * 

T hey u/e-the goſpel arrording to Muribeto, in part; but 
not the wohold; But ¶ tlũs is] becauſe 'of the genealogy <obich- 
0 pron rfndt us 
them]. 
Ik this'be; as appears natural, th" ſenſe of the paſ 

ſage, that which I have affixed to the other muſt be 
the only juſt one; andthe Cerinthians and Carpoeratians 
will be found to have admitted no more of the ſuppoſed 
goſpel of St. Matthew than the Nazarenes or Ebionites. 
But this is difficult to be determined, and cannot be more 
than a matter of probable conjefture. ; 


H | its 


r 
its own. proper footing. On which ſide do 
you think the preſumptive evidence lies ?** j 


* e IPIP book I. Veda, 
in which tho learned author ſhows, that it 1s difficult to 
define hereſy; that many miſtakes have been committed 
by thoſe who have publiſhed accounts of hereſies ; that 
heretics have often been treated with great acrimony; that 
they have been greatly calumniated ; that the ancient 
. heretics believed the uniTY of Gop ; that they made 
great uſe of the scxiyTUREs, though ſome of them 
uſed alſo Apocryphal books; (but, ſays Dr. Lardner, 
*«« the catholics themſelves are not free from this charge: 
indeed, << chriſtians of all ſorts were guilty of this fraud”); 
that they reſpected the apoſtles and apoſtolic tradition; 
that the ancient hereſiarchs were generally men of let- 
ters; that heretics were moderate towards thoſe who dif- 
fered from them; and that pernicious conſequences were 
charged upon them, as reſulting from their opinions, 
though they did not themſelves admit theſe conſequences. 
Concerning Carpocrates and Cerinthus in particular, 
| ſee Lardner, ibid. B. II. C. iii. iv. I cannot help ex- 
preſſing my ſurpriſe that Dr. Prieſtley ſhould ſeem to 
credit the idle ſtory of St. John and Cerinthus, told by 
lrenæus (ſee Prieftley's Hiſt. of the Chriſt. Church, 
vol. I. p. 216.) eſpecially as it had been ſo well refuted 
by Dr. Middleton (Tracts, p. 107, &c.) See allo Lard- 

ner, vol. II. p. 86, 87, note. | 
Though 


[ins] 

Though I regard the arguments already 
adduced, as ſufficient to prove the point which 
I have been endeavouring to eſtabliſh, yet 
cannot help ſuggeſting to you ſome other 
conſiderations, which appear to me to add 
no little ſtrength to them. | 

It is very  unaccountable, that ſo nu- 


merous a body as the Nazarene chriſtians, | 


who exiſted in the time of the apoſtles, 


| ſhould be ſuffered: to lie ſo univerſally under 


an error, in a point of ſuch importance, when, 
in another, the apoſtles took ſo much pains 
to correct their miſtakes. Is it to be ſup- 
poſed, that the ſame. zeal for the cauſe of. 
true chriſtianity, which led its firſt teachers 5 
to prohibit the impoſition of Jewiſh rites on 


the . converts, would not have . 


hd It OG the VET ofuhe Gnoflics, was fre. 
quently anumadverted upon by the apoſtles. Can it be 
thought, if the Ebionite opinions were heretical, that 
theſe would not have been equally taken notice of; 
eſpecially' fince theſe two herefies muſt have been the 


only ones exiſting in the apoſtolic times? See Prieftley's 


W vol. I. book I. ch. iv. v. 
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ted them to. endeavour the removal. of every 
other erroneous idea? But fince they do 
not appear to have made any ſueh attempt, 
though they could not be unappriſed of the 
ſentiments. which the Jewiſfi chriſtians en- 
| tertained, it may be fairly preſumed that 
there was no difference of opinion between 
the apoſtles and them in the caſe in queſtion, 
but thap they were both equally difbelievers 
of the miraculous conception. If the Naza- 
rene goſpel exiſted at any time before the 
death of the apoſtles, they certainly,” had 
it been ſpurious, would have taken ſome 
opportunity of ſhowing a diſapprobation of 
it, in their epiſtles, at leaſt, if not in a more 
public manner. And though it might not 
be extant at the period of the council at Je- 
ruſalem (mentioned Acts xv.) ; yet the opi- 
nions exiſted; and it was by all means re- 
quiſite, t that the prevalence of theſe ſhould be 
ſtopped, before they had received the ſanc-. 
| Jooked: up with a peculiar veneration. At 
| leaſt, it might be Wü on its pub- 


** 


* 


. 
lication, with which the apoſtles could got - 
be unacquainted, their beſt efforts would be 
exerted againft it.? | 
| Mr. Jones indeed fays,f chat Paul plainly 

| alludes to this' goſpel in bis epiſile to the 
Galatians (ch. i. 6.). Ia which paſſage, 
(without remarking the anachroniſm, } into 
which this learned writer has fallen) I do not 
fee any thing to lead to this idea. Our 
c mon Enguſk verſion Expreſſed | Tir 
thus; + 

« 1 maroul hit ye are 1d ſoon — 
ien him that edler you imo the gies of 


* Seven cf the apoſtolit Wiltings whre & labd avithe 
years 64 and 68 ; and St. John's epiſtles, not earlier 
than 80 or 90. If the Nazarene goſpel was an impoſ- 
Sc 
theſe writings, | 


+ Method for the Canon. vol. J. 2. 31 and 332. 


m The epiſtle, to the Galatians was written probably 
about the year 52 or 53. Dr. Mill and Fabricius date 


it at 58. (Lardner, vol: VI. p. 305, &c.) The Naza- 


A 
as mentioned above. | 2 
3 F « Chriſt, 


tt 
& Chriſt, unto anotfier goſpel; which is not 
« another.” _ ig an e 
St. Paul, however, is not ſpeaking here, of 
the goſpel as a compoſition ; but, as that tenor 
of preaching which he had continually pre- 
| ſerved among the Galatians; and from which 
they were then fallen into a ſcheme, not in- 
deed. different from his, though debaſed by 
errors and corruptions. So that, even in 
this ſenſe, the apoſtle has no neceſſary re- 
ference to any written goſpel, but moſt ob- 
viouſly to a ſyſtem of falſe opinions. 
But I do not think that this verſion is 
right. The following, which is a literal 
tranſlation, ſeems to me to give the proper 
meaning of the apoſtle i in this place: 
I wonder that ye are ſo ſoon removed from 
Chriſt who called you by grace (or favour) to 
another goſpel (or ſyſtem of doctrines, mean- 
ing that of the Judaiſing teachers, which is 
contraſted with the words "by grace) which i ts 


Or removing : utlarivo 4 profent tenſe I have 
aktered the punBtuation of theſe verſes ; a liberty which 


. 
nothing. 


WE (my J 


Joe &c. | 
According to this Smterpremiions-nib re- 
faregice enn de made tio any goſpel-whatever, - 


ſyſtem of facts or dofrines. = 

With reſpect to ſuppoſed abſurditics. 4 
corruptions in the Nazarene goſpel, though 
the' obſervations already made, ſeem ſufficient | 
to ſhow that there is no reaſon to conclude 
that this was not originally the goſpel of St. 
Matthew; it may not be improper to employ | 15 
a few remarks on the moſt probable origin 
of interpolations ; by which means we may + 
account for thoſe which have den into _ 
goſpel of the Nazarenes. 

I can hardly ſuppoſe, that the firſt apt : 
of the New Teſtament, were written in the 
ſame elegant manner as many of the Mis. 
which are now extant. The Alexandrian, or 
the Cambridge, for inſtance, muſt have been 
the effect of too much time and labour, to 
have been one of thoſe which fell into the 
hands of common chriſtians. It ſeems moſt 


* 4 probable, 


withing de. bt tet us re joe who dirt 1 


conſidered either as a hiſtory, or write 15 
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Prabable, that, as ſoon u any bock of the 
New Teſtament was made public, every 
chriſtian, ho was capable of writing, would 
haſtily take a copy ſor his own private uſe, or, 
porbaps, for that of the church, over which 

he preſided. At the ſame time that he did 
this, he would inſert alſo ſuch obſeryations, 
or annex ſuch facts, as were delivered, either 
by the writers themſelves, or by ſuch perſons 
as, were capable of explaining the difficulties 
which preſented theguſelves, in reading or 
tranſcribing. Theſe he would, without heſi- 
tation, inſert, ſome in the margin, and others 
n the body of the work itſelf, as they ſuited 
his purpaſes. Far from imagining, that he 
was deſtroying the purity of the text, he would 
regard his . copy, (what it would really be, 
with reſpect to himſelf, and thoſe whom he 
was appointed to teach) as highly improved, 
and rendered much more uſeful. _ 
But what à variety of corruptions would 
this give occaſion to? Though the copyiſt 
himſelf, and thoſe with whom he was im- 
e connected, aa run no hazard 


of 
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ef confounding the-text und the .additionsz = 


yet poſterity would ſuffer greatly in this cafe. 
Eſpecially, a8 from the tircomftances of 
chriſtians in the early ages, thore was! litulr 
eee to the — of curtis u 
mme 

| . 

tions which the fathers give us as the , 
words of ſcripturt,“ and eſtabiiſbes ma princi- 
les - which would otherwiſe ſeem a paradox; 
"that we have now a more correct tent of the 
New Teſtament, than has ever appeared 
ſince the deſtruction of the Autdgraphs' of 
Theſe, indeed, would ſoon be loſt ; at- 
ever care the early chriſtians might talee for 
eee eee, 


eee e db eee 

" Juſtin Martyr had, may be judged from the quotations 
| he makes an his Apologies and Dialogue. See p. 62,63, 
Gt 26%: ag nen, of bis d edit. Bang 


1645. 
repoſitory, 


* 


IL 1 
e, in-which 68 hy un Gre valuable | 
monuments, theſe would naturally ſhare: in 
the common lot of their other poſſeſſions, 
and be deſtroyed by their perſecutors. And 
am perſuaded, that if the copies which 
were taken, had not been almoſt innumerable, 
(compared, \at leaft, with thoſe of other 


books in thoſe times) we ſhould. not have 


had more than a very incomplete No wg 
the ſcriptures at preſent. 

Jerom obſerves,“ that the old In 
gn of the New Teſtament, was, in his time, 
ſo exceedingly corrupt, that there were 21. 
moſt as many diverſities of text, as of copies. 
Though I look upon this as an exaggeration, 
yet it may well be applied to the Nazarene 
goſpel. It exiſted amongſt a neglected ſect; 
was written in a language generally unknown; 
and received few or no corrections by colla- 
tion. Is it ſurpriſing, that it ſhould at laſt 
be full of errors; and that the original tert 


0 08 e e n en ene wi. 

8 quibus: ter enim ſunt exemplaria pene quit 
1 Præf. in Evangeliſt. ad Damaſum. 
| ſhould 


. a be: v 
_ ; 
* 
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ſnould be in a+ manner buried amidſt the 
additions made to it; additions made amongſt 
an artleſs, uniiiſtructed ſet of men, Who 
would naturally receive, without examina· 
tion, the copies put into their hands, with 
all thoſe explanations; and undigeſted . facts 
which were -annexed Pa 

tranſcribers?? + 
Lou may eee that 1 . 
che argument farther than any facts will 
warrant; and aſæ me, whether there are any 
Mis. of the New Teſtament ſo corrupt as 
the Nazarene- goſpel muſt have been in the 
time of Jerom? To which I frankly reply, 
no, I do not know of any. I am convinced 
chat not even the Cambridge Mſs. with all 
its interpolations, is as corrupt as the Nazar 
rene goſpel was. | 
But what is the reaſon? The Cambridge 
MS. is not ſo old as the time of Jerom, by 
whom the text of the New Teſtament was 
reſtored to a great degtee of purity. And 
yet even this MS. is full of interpolations. 
J chink I could produce ſuch a number 
from 


1 144 } | 
from the Ac of de Apoſttes only, as 
would. ſurpriſe ſome readers. But this is 
2s. which appears not to have been haſtily 
witten, like the more eatiy ones; it is plainly 
che reſult of cure and labour; and was moſt 
ele :feveral others. 
'The Alexandrian js ſtill more correct thun 
this, and for the ſame reaſon. Both this md 
te Cambridge were evidently deſigned” for 
- public ue; they were conſequently: expen- 
| Gre, und dvannet be dramm into compariſon - 
wick thoft which chriſtians of earlier ages 
were obliged w copy as they could, © And 
vet cheſe two Mis, (and the ſame may = 
be ſuid of every other) are ſo full of 'cotrup« 
_ Lions as would appear to ſome incredible and 
n If theſe dener we 


with 
* 


ith; 


'» * neue MS there ha ese 


| 9 thes took they the body of Jzavs, 

_ this MS; reads the body of Gov (tes). 2 
to the Alwtantian; and cannot have prdcteded from 
arcidents but muy be faitly uſeribed to the prevailing 


tus 1 


all che advantages uhich could be gained 

from a collatian af various copies, are yt {@, 
incocxeſct, why! ſhould it be a matter of 
vonder thar any copy dſ the Nazarene-gÞl+ 


pel, which had ſearcely any of 1 n 
tages, ſnould be ſtill more ſo : 8 0 
Zy che collation. bf various nien a true 
dort is eſtabüühecl Wil Anyone hy; bag I 
this: had been done in Jeromis or Origen's 
time; with reſpect to the copies of the Na- 
zarone goſpel, the genuine tent of St. Mat- 


thow would not haue been the refalt ? 16 


Jetom could ſee, under the numerous con- 
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» 59 - 7 , 
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r dC de eee, 
forgeriss. This: B88. ban a Scheliq- mixed, du ai 
tert i. (Mill, Proleg- 5 134. ). Ia 40844 n 


Alexandrian MS, Was. not, written, as is 5. 
believed. in the fourth century 'by Theda, an 


— (Sb Wetftcid/Proleg/7 yiouy, n 


Mit is e gonibnefldiiw to e 
Daogrl have 


ruptions which exiſted in his: copy of this 
goſpely che original compoſition. of the evans 
gelt; ou not the compariſon CI 


uly 
Egyptian lady, bat, at the! earlieſt towardb the end ef 
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have enabled him to diſcover this ſtill more 
2 clearly? And would not therefore the exa - 
mination of mote copies lead to a complete 
and perſect conviction of the identity of theſe 
goſpels? Or can we ſuppoſe, that SSymma- 
chus, who was a learned and accurate com- 
mentator, and yet an Ebionite, had not 
obtained, by careful collation, ſuch a copy? 
It appears, therefore, that objections drawn 
from corruptions in the Ebionite or Nazarene 
goſpel, as it exiſted in the time of Epiphanius 
or Jerom, are of no weight againſt its being 
originally from the hand of St. Matthew; 
unleſs it can be ſhown, contrary to fact, that 
foch corruptions never ariſe i in 5 e 
tranſcribing. '- 

Corrupt, however, as the copies may be, 
thus much may be concluded; that if any, 
particular part of ſcripture was not found in 
them at any one given time, it was found at 
no time. The ſtory of the miraculous con- 
ception therefore, not appearing in the Naza- 
rene goſpel in the time of Epiphanius or 
n notwithſtanding this goſpel had un- 

N n * 
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dergone ſo many corrupt additions; ic mey 


its earlieſt period, and eee to ran 
never made a part of it. 
T am apt to think that this . 
will appear indiſputable, if you conſider that 
MS. never loſe, but, on the contrary, always 
gain, in tranſcribing. Witneſs many inter- 
polations in the New Teſtament itſelf. The 


ſmall clauſes or ſentences, but never extend - 
to ſuch large portions as the narrative hes the 
miraculous conception. Mt 
There is alſo a great difference between he 
evidence afforded by an interpolated copy, 
in favour of particular readings, and that 


which it affords in favour of particular omi 
Fons. As the authority of the former is 


diminiſhed, in proportion to the number of 
the interpolations, that of the latter increaſes, | 


in the ſame proportion. So the Cambridge 
MS. is of no authority as to any reading in 


which it differs from all other Mfs. but, 


wich reſpect to 2 it is of great au- 
thority. 


be fairly preſumed, to have been wanting at 9 


omiſſions from negligence are confined to 
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n charity. The ſame event, — 
© which would lead to a rejection of the autho- 
nity of the Nazarene, goſpel; in peculiar 
readings or additions, would, in the caſe. of 
ſuch, omiſſions as that of the miraculous 
conception, be of great force; and, when 
taken; in- connexion with, the circumſtance, 
chat a whole people admitted this, goſpel 
earlier than every other ſect of chriſtians, 
and that theſe laſt themſelves, though ene- 
mies to. the Nazarene ſentiments,, yet re- 
garded the ſame goſpel as having a juſt claim 
to authenticity; —it appears. to me, I. con- 

| fefs, - irreſiſtible. 6 
It would be thought needleſ to remark, 
that, it appears from: theſe, conſiderations, 
there muſt have been. a variety- of copies of 
this... goſpel. among, the Jewiſh, chriſtians ; 
were it nat for. a. ſingular inaccuracy: of ex- 
proſſion, by which you lead your readers ta 
entertain the idea that there was one copy 
only, belonging; to the whole ſect. 
Inga reply to Dr. Prieftley's ſupgolition, 
een 
j have 
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have been originally without the iteroduc- | 
tions which contain the account of the mira 
culous conception, you ſay, when we be. 
« flect that it has no other evidence to 
« ſypport it than that of the /ingle Hebrew | 
« copy of the goſpel of the Ebionites, "the - 
« reader will have no difficulty in determin- 
te ing which of the two ſchemes of 15 5 
te ciling the evangeliſts, * his or mine, 
an. mary 21 

Do you, then, really believe ar the 
| Ebionites had one copy only ? I cannot fup- 
poſe that an imagination ſo deſtitute of all 
probability could ever ſeriouſly enter your _ 
mind. Beſides thoſe copies which are taken. 
notice of by Origen, Epiphanius, and Euſe- 
bius, Jerom himſelf mentions two, one of 
which was at Cæſarea, and the other he had re- 
ceived from the Nazarenes at Beræa. Can 
it be thought that the other churches of the 
Ebionites had none? indeed, can it be ſup- 
poſed that even private enn, ver 
univerſally without any E 
e + Nilh, 'on'the Mir. Concep. p. 32. 9 
* f I I ſhould - 


1 ]* 


I ſhould not have mentioned this haſty 
aſſertion, if you had not actually built an 
argutnent upon it. The ſingle copy of the 
Ebionite goſpel is, according to your re- 
preſentation, oppoſed by Dr. Prieſtley to the 
numerous Mis. of the New Teſtament, 
which all agree in relating the miraculous 
conception. 

But if the fact be, that * were ſeveral 
copies of this goſpel, the whole foundation 
of your argument is ſubverted, unleſs the 
greater number of concurrent copies is al- 
ways a proof of the authenticity of a reading. 
And this is the caſe, provided all copies are 
of equal authority. But the antiquity of 
copies is the principal point to be regarded. 
And the evidence of two or three early Mis. 
will weigh very ſtrongly againſt the united 


6: teſtimony of numbers of thoſe which are of 


| a much later date. 
No this is preciſely the point on which f 
che argument relating to the miraculous con- 
ception turns. If the Greek copies of St. 
Matthew's goſpel are of earlier date than 
e 8 * 


( 31 1 
the Hebrew goſpel of the Ebionites, the 
authenticity of the latter neceſſarily gives 
way: but if, as is now generally acknow- 
ledged, the Greek is à mere verſion of an 

older Hebrew copy, and this copy is the 
ſame as the Ebionitiſn goſpel was originally, 
the evidence of all the Greek Mis. in the 
world will be nothing againſt it. And it 
mould be always remembered, chat where 


the queſtion is not concerning the number, 


dut the authenticity of Mfs. (which is the 
queſtion here) it may be ſaid as eaſily, and as 
much to the purpoſe, the /ingle Greek copy of 
the Gentile cbriſtians, as the fingle Hebrew one 
of the Ebionites; — and, as the former can prove 
nothing againſt the authenticity of the Greek; 
the latter will do as little againſt that of the 
Hebrew. The queſtion muſt be determined 
by other arguments; ſome of which I have 
already laid before you; and others may be 
gained from the authors referred. to. » 
You tell us, Sir,“ that Dr. Prieſtley has 
employed ſeveral pages to prove ch at the 
* p. 86, — Mir. Concept. 
TI 2  Gnoſtics 


"Tt 1 1 


Gnoſties rejected the doctrine of the mira- 
culous conception. Would it not have been 
more accurate, to have ſaid, that Dr. Prieſt- 


ley has given the ba x indubitabls proof of 
this * 2s | * 3:1 eb 
The paſlage indeed which yoo" quote, is 
not adduced to call in queſtion the fact itſelf, 
but to ſuggeſt an inconſiſtency. f Inderd, 
you do not pay the leaſt attention to the 
argument which Dr. Prieſtley draws from it. 
And yet it is not of that inſignificance which 
would warrant the total neglect with which 
you have treated it. The ſubſtance of it is 
this. The Gnoſtics were the earlieſt ſect of 
| heretics. The idens, which they entertained. 
of Chriſt's nature, were very high. To cheſe 
ideas, the belief of the miraculous conception 
would have afforded no ſmall fupport. - But 
ey! had no ſuch belief. Therefore the 


1444 twig 2 


„ Theol, Rep; vol. IV. p. 280283; lt. of 
Earl. Op. vol. IV.. 9198. See alſo vol. I. beck I. 
* 55. Dr. Prieſtley here means the early Gnoſtics. | 


+ Theol. Bop. . 246 Hift; p. 10, 11. | 
| doctrine 


Mz BY 
> $4 0 1 | Dr 213 


28 of Jultice;-afle you; Sir, why all this argument 


1:49 3. 


bes had no extent, ate time of their 
W * b HTO - 
This is nearly Dr. bia manner of 
reaſoning.® The earlieſt and moſt diſtin- 
4 guiſhed of the Gnoftics agreed wih che 
E ancient Unitarians, in diſbelieving the mira- 
„ culous gonception. Now, what could bring 
« perſons ſo oppoſite to each other as the 
«:Unitarians and Gnoſtics are always repre- 
© ſented” to have been to agree in this one 
© thing, but ſuch hiſtorical evidenee as was 


« independent on any particular ſyſtem of 


, chriſtian faith? and which, in the eaſe of 
© the Gnoſties, ruſt have been ſo ſtrong, as 
cc to overbear the NN influence of _ | 
| « fiitem ?” * WEE tr: 
Now, though I might, with no ſmall n | 


is leſt unnotieed by you (for you do not 
attempt any where to reply to it) yet I ſhall 

content myſelf with conſidering the uſe-which 
| L ate Prieftley's remark. 


„ Theol. Reps P. 282, 283. 1 215 
r : Dr. 
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Ie 
Dr. Prieſtley (you ſay) has employed 
te ſeveral pages to prove that the Gnoſtics 


te rejected the doctrine of the miraculous 
ec conception, —- which falt be thinks is more 
ce unfavourable to its credibility, than the dif- 
ce belief of it by «any of the Catholic Chriſtians, 
ce Jews, or ' Gentiles; becauſe this doctrine 
« would have ſuited remarkably well with their 
c other principles.” On which you remark, 
« How to reconcile this language with the 


Fc aſſertion of our author, that the doctrine 


ce itſelf connects equally well, or equally ill, 
ce with any particular hypotheſis concerning 
« the nature of Chriſt,” I am wen at a loſs 
re 17: 5.5; ; 

But where the inconſiſtency 1 I conſel 
does not appear to me. Nothing can be 
more evident, than that the belief or diſbelief 
of the miraculous conception has no neceſſary 
connerion with any ſyſtem of opinions, whe- 
ther trinitarian, arian, or ſocinian, reſpecting 
the perſon of Chriſt; becauſe each of theſe 
ſyſtems may ſubſiſt, with or without this be- 
lief. But n an is formed, with an 
| : 5 _ 
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expreſs deſign of magnifying the perſon or 
dignity of Chriſt, it cannot be ſaid that any 
particular opinion concerning him which has 


a relation, however remote, to this ſyſtem, is 
perfectly indifferent. The exiſtence of/a ſyſ- 


tem, and the favourableneſs of a particular 
opinion to it, are two very different things. 


If the ſyſtem can ſtand without the opinion, 
the denial of ſuch opinion does not affect it. 


But if the opinion exiſted at the time when 


the ſyſtem was formed, and moreover had a 
dirett tendency to ſupport it, it can hardly be 
ſuppoſed that thoſe who embraced the ſyſtem, 
would be without the opinion. If, therefore, 
the opinion was not entertained by them, it 


may be juſtly concluded that the n * | 


at that time, no exiſtence. 


Fi: his is preciſely the caſe with the Grof: 
The diſbelief of the miraculous con- 


e conſidered in itſelf, would no more 
affect their ſyſtem than any other; nor, of 
conſequence, would the belief of it; but if the 
belief exiſted in the time of the Gnoſtics, it 


is moſt probable, fince it is well calculated to 
| 14 * 
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ſuppert the high ideas which they entertained 
of Jeſus Chriſt, they would have entertained 
it had no exiſtence in their days. Where is 
the inconſiſtency Rt ane 
ceding paragraph? - 

Tou call Dr. Priefiley's method. of recon- 
. 
that, according to the manner in which you 
have exhibited it, there does not appear to 
be ſuch weight in it as might have been ex- 


pected from fo able a reaſoner. But this 


ariſes from your not having given the whole 


ſupply the nnn Nane rene bim. 

ME: 4 

cc In comparing tha ber goſpel — 

e he) we cannot but be ſtruck with the re- ; 
+ 860 Theal. Rep. vol. TV. e 
_ + Ni. on Mir. Con, p. 31. 
1 Theol. Rep, p. 285, 286. Ek. of Op. vol. IV. 
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of his argument. Permit me therefore to 5 
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3 thoſe, of Mark 


« and John.” It Neither of the latter giving 
«the leaſt hint of a miraculous conception.” 


With reſpect to John, it may indeed be 


te ſaid, that, as he knew that Matthew and 
« Luke, Bad reconded. the Sen of 


« Gon to do it. Bur what ſhall we ſay-with _ 


« of which I own I have ſeen no ſufficient 


K nen n came ee þ 


8 
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referred to in the Analytical Rev. vol. VI. p. 35 Dr. 


Grieſbach has demonſtrated, in a pamphlet publiſhed 
ſince the appearance of Dr Prieftley's Hiſtory nf Early 


Opinions, that Mark copied his goſpel from Matthew 
and Luke jointly. If this be true, his omiſſion of the 
miraculous conception will amount to a convincing proof 


that the account of this event did not exiſt in the original 
copies either of Matthew or Luke. 
gards Mark as a copyiſt from Matthew, in many. in- 
ſtances, and aſſigns a very inſufficient reaſon ſor his 


p. 229—231, 2 


« whole. 


alſo re- . 


e See his Leftures, 
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* whole of the two firſt chapters? And if he 
« was, as I think moſt probable, an original 
er writer; how came he to give no account 
ec at all of the miraculous conception, on the 
«ſuppoſition that he really knew of it? He 
tc could not tell that any other perſon of 
r equal credit would write the ; and, 
« therefore, as he did undertake it, he weald 
« certainly inſert in it whatever he thought 
cr to be of principal importance. But it is 
ic of ſuch a nature, that no perſon, "believing 
« it to be true, ever did or could conſider it 
« as of no importance. It was a ſingular and 
4 moſt extraordinary meaſure in Divine Pro- 
ct vidence, and could not but be conſidered 
« as. having ſome great object and end, 
en we wee be able to . it or 


«tl N 
as ſtrong a light as it is capable of. For Mark does not 
merely omit the miraculous conception, but expreſsly. 
calls the event of Chriſt's baptiſm, the beginning of the 
goſpel of Jeſus Chriſt} a phraſe which certainly he 
would not have uſed, if he had known of any other im- 
portant event concerning Jeſus Crit prior to this, 

; cc not, 


„„ 
s not. It was therefore ſuch a fact as no 
* hiſtorian could overloolt ij and it triay, there- | 
fore, be preſumed, that Mark had either 
never heard of it, or did not believe it” * 
I cannot help thinking, Sir, that theſe 6b. 
ſervations demanded a particular conſidera 
tion. You perhaps may think that ſufficient 
attention has been paid to them, in the g= 
neral remark you make,“ that che omiſſion 
of ſuch facts, in one or more of the rvangell- 
cal hiſtories, as are taken notice of in others, 
affords no argument againſt theſe facts. 
And 1 agree with you, that this, in many in- | 
ſtances, is a juſt obſervation. But fuch à fact 
e Fed conception, which, if true, 
makes fo important an article in the hiſtory 
of "Chrift, is certainly moſt materially dif- 
ferent from every other which you have men- 
tioned. "The'otniffion of any of theſe, even 
of the aſcenſion of Chriſt itſelf, can have no 
effect to weaken our debe ob e print al 


fundamental points of the goſpel (particularly 
it does not affect Chriſt's reſurrection) nor 


* Mir. Concept. p. 2230. 


does 


— 


1 we 1 


abe it leſſen bee of the dignity_of | 


2 his, character ms eee eee could 


Chriſt's life ; who believed it, and was ſen- 


ſible of the influence it muſt have on the 
eee by eqarniged an 
ing him. iat of Bie ig: 
eee 2 
of Chriſt which neceſſarily led to the belief 
of his miraculous conception, your argu- 
ment from omiſſions of facts in the evangeli- 
_ cal hiſtories would hald in full force; but 28 
5 v0 ſuch event occurs, there is all the reaſon 
in the world, why none of the ,cvangeliſts 
ſhould omit it. With reſpect to the other 
events, the meſſiahſhip of Jeſus is ſufficiently 
eſtabliſhed without them; but the omiſſian 
eee eee his ex- 
alted natyre, to, that of a man in every re- 
dec like ourlelves. As this mult be s mat- 
ter of high importance with the ſacred. hiſtg-. 
dans, cher. uud 0 * of them have 
| . e 


* . * 4 — * 
21 — > * 9 ; 
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t wa] 


| benin ane omitted ſuch 3 
n it. co HT 
| Fou, indeed ſuppoſe — 
that the title of S of ' God applied 6 
Chriſt implies that his birth was mitaculbtis. 
But, as the whole evidence which he brings 
for this is that very part of ſcripture wich 
is the ſubjett uf diſpute, no ſtreſs can be laid 
upon ĩt. Beſides; if the writers of the New 
Teſtament had deſigned; by this title, to con- 
rey the notion of Chriſt's miraculous birth, 
they certainly would have accompanied it, i in 
ſome inſtances, at leaſt,” with ſoch expreſ- 
ſions, as ſhould have clearly. marked out this 
application. That they have not, affords no 
weak pte ſumption of their ignorance of the 
_ miraculous conception: as this, if enter- 
tained” by chem, would have diſtinguiſhed 
Chriſt as che ſon of God, in a more proper 
ſenſe of tlie words, than any which they 
have actually ſuggeſted. And you vanhòt 
de isteaſlble, chat they have givem Chriſt 
* in varzous ſenſes, "which they have | 
| r. Con. p. 29, note. 
a 935 29 dy 


- 
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glearly pointed: out and aſcertained” them- 
| ſelves. If the miraculous conception was 
one of. thoſe which they intended, it is ſin- 
gular indeed, that they ſhould have given 
no intimation of it ig any part of their wri- 
tings, whether hiſtorical or epiſtolar. 
And now, Sir, to come to the paſſage 
which you have actually quoted from Dr. 
Prieſtley. If we only take away the two 
« firſt.chapters' of Matthew and Luke, and 
change a very few words in the verſes that 
&« follow them, we ſhall find very proper be- 
ede. and exactly correſ- 
„ Ponding to 1 d and n one of 
Mark.“ en Sima 
-+On this. 8 N that Dr. Prieſtley 
acknowledges, he muſt change a very few 
words in the verſes which follow; and you 
dg, archly,*, be this is an eaſy method of 

« getting rid of, what/are called, W e ee 
« ces on the chriſtian nnn ĩ K 

J0o the latter of theſe remarks, Bade 
lars that the method which Dr. Priefikty 


gs _ * Mir, Con. p. 3%. | 
4 5 here 


en 
KS 
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here uſes is. the ſame. as that to which we 
have recourſe, in determining the authenticity: 
ol paſſages found in the works õf any ancient 
authgrs. Are theſe: paſſages agreeable to the 
times and circumſtances to which they are 
ſaid to refer? If they are, there is every rea- 
ſon to conclude that they are genuine ; if 
not, the contrary muſt be the coneluſion. 
The deſign of Dr. Prieſtley's arguments is to 
ſhow that they are inconſiſtent with the times 
and circumſtances referred: to. Their inau- 
thenticity is therefore the direct concluſion; 
and, of conſequence, whether a very few £ 
words, or a great number, muſt be changed, 
in order to- reſtore the ſuppoſed true text, 
ſignifies nothing as to the argument on the 
inauthenticity of the paſſages to be expunged; 
unleſs it could be proved that interpolators 
never change the text, to which they join the 
ſpurious paſſages. But this, I ſuppoſe,” no 
one will be hardy enough to aſſert. To alter, 
therefore, thoſe clauſes. where the interpola- f 
tion moſt probably ends, and the genuine 
| tent begins, in order to make up a regular 
Os 


1 1 


ap, though the effeft of mere conjecture, | 
as'far as the words only are concerned (the | 
general ſenſe of ibe genuine text remaining 
_ anvialated) is, when the original reading has 
been loſt by means of the interpolation, the 
only method to which recourſe can be had; = 
and may be juſtified W e of che 
es ſolid criticiſ m. | 
Zut to make it appear chat Dr. Priefiley' 
ets in this ee are not ſo very deſerving 
of the appellation of rifle, as thoſe who are 
unacqdainted with critical ſtudies may ima- 
gine; I think I may venture to ſay that there 
is no need to change even a ſingle word in 
either of the goſpels of Matthew or Luke, 
n order to find proper beginnings to them, 
hen te Rory e the miraculous nenn 


ö 


(ume) in the firſt verſe of the third chapter. 
80 that, like that of St. Mark, after- the 
_ title, the goſpel according to Matthew (which, 


me * 


to have its beginning at the word mapanrila 
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Chriſt, according ta Matthew *) theſe words 
ing in the wilderneſs ' of Juda, &c. And 
this remarkable reſemblance affords a ftrong 
preſumption that the goſpel of St. Mark is 
here copied partly from that of St. Matthew. 
© Phe third chapter of Luke has all the ap- 
pearance « of the regular commencement” of 


a * 1 bd 


A BAITRUVE 3 and, may, with. as much pro- 
— as hy firſt eapter” inf The 
firſt and ſecond chapters, therefqre, have 


all the appearance, of Interpolation. The 


| + Thins ponder iy: Gren ator ently 
« Vetas: inſcriptio non habuit ande rwayyaNa fed 
% wvayyrner Ines Xary, ut aſt initio Marei s quid vimi- | 
I libri erat ut jam diximus, .—.̃ es 
«« Chriſti; ideo non potuit ſcriptoris —— 
u. Gratus in Matt. pe gol 1 0 2 
The Words S0. of Gall ds 24: den ln Mark: 3 —— 
to hays þcen interpolated; ax leaſt (though: they derm 
in all the MG, of the New Teſt.) they ars thrice-omiated 
by Origen, and thrice by Jerom ; (vid. Gfieſt, in loni) 
and do not occur in ſome MS, Scholia of Chryſoſtom on 
W (Vid, Matthzi in loc.) 


oonne ting 


K 
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q ing particle alſo; + Wb is ren- 
dered nato in our common tranſlation, | at the 
beginning of che tlürd chapter; is hot ſound 

Rare geg Ne erer 
een eee <2; 34 4+ . * | the 


. 


* We FA in 457 eech | N e 
eee, according 
to the common reading is, Ev cle d, &c. But d is 
ö not read in Wolff's ſecond, which is a very ancient MS. 
nor in five others, three of which are each {even hundred 
years 81d; not in the Latin copies; by which I appre- 
E 
Teſtament which were prior to Jerom.. «FT 
Marcion's copy of Luke eral began ate Aid 
chapter; concerning which ſee 'Theolog. Rep. 'vol. IV 
p-. 286, 287. Hiſt. of Earl. Op. vol. IV. . 
Compare vol. I. p. 236. Of hiarcson nd tis eien, 
a large account is given by Lardner in his Hiſtory of 
Heretics, book II. chap. x. (works: vol. IX.) who'alſo 
r e eee eee rare 
by Epiphanins. 
The following obſervations of Dr. Wal, Ren 
| orthodoxy no doubt was ever entertained, add no in- 
confiderable force to the foregoing remarks, and con- 
CI ee ee en ee 
dour and judgment. 

It appears from Epiphanias (Her. yank th 

TO TREND I — 
* ce two 


Ae 1 
ide eonnexion which chis chapter has wich 


the preceding, was: made: for ee 10 
Supporting the interpolation heft. | 


Ie:iv-a'circutſiance dich: has Nays ay | 
greatly, and perhaps may have been noticed 
by others, that, on ſuppoſition of the authen- 
ticity of the two firſt chapters of Matthew 
and Luke, there is a ſtrange and unaccount- 
able gap in the life of Chriſt. Why ſhould 
his extraordinary bEFth alone be ſo much 
events, except one, his converſation with 
the Jewiſh doors, be totally paſſed over ? 
If the early part of his life was fo remarkable, 
muſt ve not nawrally- n that Vw” 
KR Retro ver; bog. ar. the. bin, bbs 


« baptiſm of John [as Luke's alſo did]. If credit mighs 
A given to thoſe Hebrew copies, the GREATEST DIÞFI- 


„ cuLTY that it in anY of the bucks of the New Toft. © 


«< cb, be EMO VAD. And it is plain, that St; Mark, 
« (who in all other places, follows the method of St. 
% Matthew) begins with St. John's baptiſm: And fo 
« does St. John, after a ſhort. account of our Sayiour's 
« divine nature.” Walls Critical Notes, p. 4. 8 


1 ConjeR. on the New Teſt. Matt. iti. 1. 
K 2 ing 
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ing his childhood to be fuch as might be 
"paſſed over in ſilenee) the tranſactions of his 
life, from the age of twenty, at leaft; 'to that 
of his public miniſtry, could not but afford 
us many important and intereſting circur- 
ſtances. Indeed this is peculiarly one of the 
moſt ſtriking periods, | eſpecially to thoſe, 
who needed moſt the influence of Chriſt's 
example, the younger part of Kir ch 
That all this ſhould ! is ſuch 
Mertens a in = 168 f 
any other eminent perſon; and is hardly 
confiſtent with the evangelical hiftory, ſup- 
poſing Chriſt's miraculous birth to have 
made a part of it. Thoſe writers, who had, 
with ſo much minuteneſs, related the events 
of his infancy, would moſt certainly have col- 
lected, with the utmoſt care, the tranſactions 
between this and his entrance upon public 
life ; and if they had not related every event, 
they would, at leaſt, have given the world 
ſome of the moſt remarkable ones. But on 
all this, there is a deep ſilence through the 
whole. of the * hiſtory. Does not 
this 


1 0 
this caſt a ſuſpicion on the prior events, and 
lead to the concluſion, that if there was no- 
ching worthy of particular narration in che 
youthful days of Chriſt, neither was there 
any ching in his childhood or infancy ?- | 

It is alſo an obſeryation of no ſmall im- 
portance, that the firſt words of the third 
chapter of Matthew, as out preſent copies 
exhibit them, contain a direct falſchood. Js 
THESE DAYS came Joby the Baptiſt, 8c, In 
what days, but in the days referred to in the 
two farmer chapters? But the time of Chrilt's 
events related in theſe chapters. So that either 
John was much older than Chriſt, or the 
expreſſion here, which naturally means 


| while theſe events happened which are þu a4 
in the former chapter, muſt be confined to 


this ſignification, at the nd of tbe time, when 
ſtheſe events happened. If the former be the 
meaning, John the Baptiſt was many years - - 
older, or at leaſt had begun his miniltry. much 

earlier, than Jeſus Chriſt. But this is incon- 
ſiſtent & wid the accouns. which St. Luke is 
„ ſuppoſed 


> 
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ſuppoſed to give; who tells us that Christ 


was not ſix months younger than John the 
Baptiſt, and that both of them began their 
miniſtry nearly at the ſame time. The con- 
ſequence of this will be, that the credibility 
of both theſe hiltories will be affected. And 
if the latter be the meaning of the words, 
this will be ſuch a ſenſe as is warranted by 
no ſimilar expreſſion either in the evange- 
lieal or profane hiſtory.” We are, therefore, 
reduced to this alternative; either to give 
vp the credibility of both theſe evangelical | 
_ hiſtorians, or to coincide with the former 
concluſions, that the hiſtory of the miracu- 
Jous conception never came from the hands 
of the ſacred writers. The latter being the 
moſt probable, of neceſſity determines my 
Judgment. | 
It is well known that there were accounts 
of Chriſt's infancy publiſhed very early; | 
though later than the four goſpels. It is 
alſo certain that there were ſome of the Na- 
_ zarenes who believed the miraculous coricep- 
tion. Did not they take their ideas from thefe - 
| accounts, 


L 15. 1 
wy eps believed to be authentic 
Halle; therefo evangeliſts? Is i 
of Be Monte and Talerm fuppiſed- pt =4 
thus generally cc of theſe chriſtiar vered 
Gentile .chriſti 2 into the hands and 
ya | there, were 2 Fes even in 5 
ths wat were many 2 \'Tuſtin's 
pram. —— wot believe 
the work ofthee theſe introdutory conſequently 
eee en a chapters are — 4 
1.its is jury, but with not 
tion; — 
. — 
that they are in ſuch a manner ke 
| «TOO, ws very doubrful 3 * _ 
SEEN e ber, 
original copies 1 


Dr. 
vol. IV. p- ow "ge eie a mila idea JT: 
Fong © ve FL Hiſt of 5 17 
MW we 1 . Earl. Op. vat 1 

| K 4 is, Wh © 

: 1 
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© thew, the frequent teierences to it, * 


preſs citations. of paſſages relating it, in Jui 
tin Martyr,* afford great probability that it 
muſt have been regarded by fome as part of 
the authentic goſpel, perhaps before his time. 
| Agrteably to which Dr. Prieſtley obſerves, . 
chat 4 jt is anf certain that the Rory of the 
. miraculous conception was in the received 

* goſpels of Matthew and Luke, in the time 
te of Juſtin Martyr.” On which you make 
the following remark, which I cannot re- 
concile with candour. ' * Why he r (Dr. 
Prieſtley) ſhould uſe the dubious expreſ- 
ſion, ainoſ certain, we are not inſotmed; 

« [although it appears to have been 4 daty 
vc cobich be owed to the public, 1 give bis rea- 
. c de d pa HAD ANY ; 10 370 


]uſt. Martyr. Op. {in Apel) p. A 72, 737 74 
75,83, 96. (in Dial:) 241, 262, 264, 267, 269, 274, 
280, 286, 290, 291, 292, 293, 297, 301, 503, & ah. 
+ Theol. Rep. vol. IV. p. 268. HR. of Earl. ol 
vol. IV. . Th, 
t Mir. Con. p. 58. 
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« profeſſed object is to controvert the truth 
| RE ag El PINA {92 A 
weatife which you. run 3 
ſee no reaſon any where ſor this idea of Dr. 
Prieſtiey? Is it not plainly the tendency of 
a conſiderable part of his arguments to ſhow | 
chat there is no ground to ſuppoſe the mira. 
culous conception to have been contained in 
the early copies of the New Teſtament? 
Would not the concluſion neceſſarily be, chat 
it might therefore not have a genera admit 
fron even in thoſe; times, in which! it is re. 
ferred 20 by Tome as a part of ſtripture ? Ts 
this no reafon at all? On the fame principle 
it may be tid, the corollaries in Euchd, 
becauſe they directiy follow from the propo- 
firions which precede them, are -unaccom- 
panied with any reaſon whatever. 
Vr. Prieſtley docs not controvert'the idea 
| that the miraculous conception wes" forhd' in 
Juſtin's copy' of the New Teſtament : does it 
therefore follow that & wits alfo tn all others? 
The mmoft "which: cbud be ſaid: is, that 
non Hoare) | 2 


n 

there might be, in the time of Juſtin, copies 
of the goſpels, ſome containing, and others 
not, the narrative of this event. Of conſe- 
quence, ſince there could by no means be 
certainty, that all or even the greater part 
of them contained. this narrative; unleſs it 
be ſuppoſed that Juſtin had collated every 
one, and that his was the univerſal text then 
extant; (a poſition, which none who knows 
what the fathers] were, will venture to ad- 
vance) I do not ſee how Dr. Prieſtley could 
| have. expreſſed. himſelf, with more modeſty 
on the: ſubjet; and I am perſuaded: that, 
inſtead of cenſuring him ſo ſeverely, you 
would, if you had given a proper attention 
to his train af argument, haye - been Con- 
vinced, that he has acknowledged, not leſs, 
ee 11 a e in ann 
expreſſion. A £131 4 7 { | 
— n pv eee in, 8 of 

Dr. Priefiley's. arguments, I am apt to think 

vou. rather dipped into them, than read them 
carefully and attentively through; otherwiſe 
you wise here nl. beſides this clear 


ac ; implication, 
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implieatlon, fhothes ſuicient reaſon for the 
expreſſion almoſt" chriain. It is in that part 
of his obſervations, where he ſays, that «the | 
« diſbelief of the "miraculous conception was 
ce not confined to the Jewiſh, but extended 
ce to the Gentile converts, even in the lime of 
te Tuſtin Martyr.” *. From this the conclu- 
ſion is obvious; that it is highly probable, 
that the admiſſion of this fact into the goſpels 
was only partial i in Juſtin's tine. With 
what Juſtice then can Dr. Prieſtley be blamed 
for making a conceffion, which could pro- 
ceed from nothing but the utmoſt fairneſs 
and candour ? And what ground can there 
be for the aſſertion which you make,f that 
in the moſt early period of chriſtianity, the 
miraculous conception had gained a n__ 
and univerſal reception ? 

To fay, therefore, that cc Dr. Prieſtley has 
& not * any evidence againſt the teſti- 


„ Thiecl. Rep. ibid. p. 278. Ht of Bad. Op, . 

IV. P. 84. 

| + Mir. Con. p. 84. n 82. 
«© mony 
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es mony of Juſtin Martyr to the niiraculous 


« conception, is merely trifling upon the 


ſubject. For every ſingle argument which is 
advanced to prove that the miraculous con- 


ception did not occur in the earlieſt copies of 
the goſpels; is an evidence againſt Juſtin's 

teſtimony; and if all the arguments united 
afford a complete demonſtration of the fame; 
they totally al vrt not only his teſtimony, 
but that of all contemporary writers (if there 
had been any) who might have joined with 
him in ſupporting the fame IE | 
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Is the view which has has given you 9 00 
the numerous omiſſions into which you have 
fallen, as to Dr. Prieſtley's arguments on 
the miraculous conception, it is not impro- 

bable but you may have frequently put to 
yourſelf this queſtion, are not then many of my 
arguments anticipated by thoſe very obſervations 
which I have made an appearance of anſwering ? 
To which I can, I believe, truly reply; 
yes, Sir, more than one. Your very firſt 
argument * is completely anticipated by Dr. 
Prieſtley, of which you may eaſily ſatisfy 

yourſelf, if you compare your own remarks 
with his obſervations in p. 249, 250, and 


* 


Niſb. Mir. Con. p. 12—14. 


251, 


C s 
251, of the fourth volume of the Theologi- 
cal Repolitory. Is 

As, in the remarks which F ſhall make, 
it is my deſign to follow the very order 
which, you have marked out (only omit- 
ting the examination of ſuch paſſages as 
are already "anſwered in the treatiſe to which 
you reply) you will give me leave toattend you 

At the fourteenth page of your Obſervations, 
e The character of Jeſus (you ſay) was 

ec truly an uniqus; perfectly ſingular, and 

tt unexampled in the creation; as were the 

* circumſtances that attended the whole ” | 

cc what we know of him.” _ 

That the circumſtances into which Jeſus 
was: brought, were peculiarly difficult, and 
ſuch as called for the exertion of all thoſe 

great qualities, witk which the goſpels inform 

us he was adorned, cannot be doubted. 

But that theſe circumſtances were ſuch as no 

other man could be placed in, agreeably to 

his nature as a man; or that his virtues were 
ſuch as in the nature of things it was impoſſible 
for any man, aſſiſted as he was, to have 


645 139. 4; 
ſhowin! is more than any one can aſſert, 
In. this view, therefore, though in one: ſenſe; 
he might be called an mige, in another; 
and that the moſt important, he was not ſo; 
but like every other man whom God had 


placed in circumſtances, properly human. 
+] wonder, that when you ſuggeſted this 
idea, you produced no paſſage from ſcripture 
to prove it. The events of his reſurrection 
and aſcenſion, as they were deſigned only to 
evince his divine commiſſion, and were ſub- 
ſequent to what may be called | properly be 
human part of his life, by no means ſhow 
either that he was of a different nature, or 
that his merits and excellencies were acquired 
by different means from thoſe by which any 
other man might acquire his. The utmoſt 
which they prove, is, that Jeſus was diſtin- 
guiſhed by che Supreme Being above all aber 
men whatever. 7? 
I could have wiſhed, chat e 
the meaning of the word unique, more parti- 
cularly. Does it imply that the nature of Chriſt 
A | 5 N Was 


id 


created ; ſimilar in his general frame, and 


Voir oder ed Kad as to the propriety 


. 


But this is the point to be proved, not aſſu- 
med. Does it imply that his birth was mira- 


culous? This alſo: is liable to the ſame ex- 


| beption. | Would you underſtand; by it, that 


all his circumſtances, and the whole train of 
his conduct were different from - thoſe which 
obtain among other human creatures? But 
this is not fact, and certainly weakens the 
efficacy of his example. Where, on this p- 
poſition; would be the propriety of the ex- 
hortation; Let this mind be in you, which 
mas ah in Chrift Jeſus? or how could it be 
ſaid with any juſtice, that in all things it be- 
ved him 10 % made like unto bis brethren; 
that be bath bim/elf ſuffered, being tempted, and 
that be waß in all points tempted like as we ate, 
ver ain bout Jin ? If there be any other caſes 


in which the character of Chriſt was peculi- 


ally diſtinguiſned, and from which your de- 
ſcription of him as an «nique might be dedu- 
ced; it is a piep that you did nor"elearly 
mark them out, that your readers cnight la- 


of 


/ 


© 


neceſſarily inferred his miraculous birth, there 


of their application, For my part, I confeſs 


I know not of any ſuch. | 
If, as you ſeem to intimate, “ the cirevm- 
ſtances of Chriſt's reſurrection and aſcenſion 


would be great weight in the adduction of 
theſe as arguments in favaur of it; but till 
it be ſhown, that it is impoſſible, or inexpe- 


grave, and exalt him to a high dignity in 


heaven; (and I think, 1 durſt challenge the 
ableft trinicarian ro prove fuch an aſſertion) 
there is no more impropriety that this fact 


ſhould take place, than that the' being who 


is the ſubject of them ſhould be of a rank ſu- 
perior to human. Indeed, as to all thoſe 
advantages which might accrue to the goſpel, 


in. the way, of evidence, example, ar moral 


ö 


Ws _* other 


dient, that God ſhould raiſe a man from the 


inſtruction, the preponderance is on the fide 
of Chriſt's pure humanity ; the minds of his 
diſciples being more likely to be dazzled, and 
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other 8 As es of theſe was 


the caſe with thoſe who were the moſt likely 
to be ſo affected, the immediate followers of 


Chriſt; this affords,,a ſtrong preſumption, 


that they ſaw in him nothing ſupernatural, | 
except the miracles which he performed, 


and the exemplary conduct which 0 mani - 
feſted. | 


As the deſcent af the holy foirit o on Chriſt 


the ſon of God, are events of much leſs 

importance than thoſe of his reſurrection and 

aſcenſion, the obſervations, juſt made con- 
cerning theſe, will conclude, ſtill more _ 
cibly, with reſpect to the former. Fog 


© Theſe remarks ſeem to obviate one of caſes 
in p. 18, (comp. p. 19—21.) in which you think it not 
improbable, that a meſſenger from God would be in veſted 
with every mark of dignity, which might- have a tendency 
to convince men of his heavenly origin. On this principle, 
a man with extraordinary and miraculous powers would 


be the leaſt proper being for this purpoſe. With great 


impropriety therefore did Jeſus, if he was of a nature 
ſuperior to human, ſo frequently call himſelf the fon of 


There 


at his baptiſm, and his conſequent title of 


— 
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There is, 8 nothing in the circum- 
ſtances of Chriſt, which would neceflarily. 
lead to any other ideas of him, but that he 
was a man like ourſelves, only diſtinguiſhed 
by extraordinary powers, and favoured with 
miraculous communications from the Su- 
preme Being. Thoſe expreſſions, therefore, 
which you regard“ as proofs. of his præ- ex- 
iſtence, ſuchaes that of his a/cending up where 
le was before, coming drum from. heaven, 8c. 
' muſt, of conſequence, be underſtood figura- 
tively, if ve would make the: ſcriptures 
ſpeak, what they certainly do, a conſiſtent - 
language. Indeed Chriſt himſelf ſuggeſts 
this very idea, in his diſcourſe: with Nico- 
demus.f VI have told you earthly things, 
ſays he (that is, if I have diſcourſed: with you 
on plain and obvious ſubjects) and ye. believe 
not, bow ſhall ye believe, if I tell you of bea- ; 
wenly things; of things of a myſterious and 
N raed; en beth 


We | » Note, p. 15. ; 
; 1 Jon K. 22, 13. See om on thi plc, 
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up to heaven, but be that came down from 
heaven, even ihe ſon of man which is in beaven. 
If you can make it appear that the laſt of 
theſe phraſes is not to be underſtood-figura- 
tively ; indeed if you can, by a juſt interpre- 
tation underſtand it otherwiſe than as a very 
high figure ; it may perhaps be poſſible to 
take other ſimilar ones only in a literal ſenſe. 
But, as I believe that this cannot be done, 
without a violation of the plaineſt gram- 
matical principles, the ſolution of other, the 
like difficult expreſſions, will naturally follow 
the fate of this; and inſtead of referring to a 
ſtate of pre-exiſtence, will mean, that mira 
culous communication of knowledge and 
powers to our bleſſed Saviour which marked 
him out as the peculiar favourite, or (which 
is the ſame) as the only begotien fon of God. 
But theſe ſubjects have been fo completely 
illuſtrated by Lardner, Grotius, the Poloni 
Fratres, and others, as to render it needleſs to 
enter into a farther diſcuſſion of them. 
Were I to follow the judgment of my 
| own mind, I ſhould be inclined to tell you, 
Sir, 


— 


TS 4: 
Sir, that the next paſſage which you produce 
by way of argument is entitled to no other 


title, . than that of mere declamation; but 
as you might be led to ſuppoſe that I 
had fixed this character on it, only to ſave 
myſelf the trouble of replying to what 1 
could not confute, I ſhall give the moſt 
material parts of it an impartial examination. 
Tou ſay,“ * it may be left to any man's 
4 cool and deliberate judgment to determine, 

<«« whether reaſonings from what might have 
«been expected (if allowed in the caſe 
te before us) would not affect all miracles 
« whatſoever, and all deviations from the 
« common and regular modes of inſtruction, 
cc and conſequently affect, even the credi- 
« bility of chriſtianity itſelf,” — | 
© Certainly, this conſideration would have 
great weight, if arguments 2 priori were the 
only ones produced upon this ſubject; and 
the rejection of the miraculous conception, 


reſted on this ſingle evidence; but this you 
vill not attempt even to intimate. * 


* Mir. Con. p. Ig, 16. "EY 
L-3 Prieſtley, 


— — — — —ꝑꝓ— 
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| Prieſtley, you know well, how much ſoever 


you may repreſent his arguments as mere 


conjectures, ? has by no means contented 


himſelf with arguments 2 priori, though the 
preſumption they afford in favour of his 
principles is, very ſtrong indeed. On the 


contrary, he connects theſe with real facts; 


- me 


1 


* * Pref. p- 4- Mir. Con. p. 32, 83. On theſe paſ- 


ſages I cannot help aſking you this queſtion, whether you 
are ſeriouſly ſo great an enemy to cogjecture, as you ſeem 
to be? If you are, how is it that you have laid the 
foundation of a very important part of your argument to 
eſtabliſh the notion that St. Paul in 1 Theff. v. 1. &c. 
refers to the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, and not to a future 
Judgment, in conjeure only ? And this conjecture is not 
only unſupported by any text in the Old or New Teſta- 
ment (for Dan. ii. 21. has no relation to the ſubje&, and 


In As i. 7+ Xpovss u xoupss is nothing more than a peri- 


phraſtical expreſion for time, which is alſo e meaning 
of the phraſe in this very paſſage before us) but is totally 
irrelatiye to the whole tenor of the apoſile's argument 
from chap. iv. ver. 13. to chap. v. ver. 11. which can 


have no reference to any other event than that of the 


general judgment. You ſay indeed that it is a conjecture 


which . 


— 


We 1 

he points out inconſiſtencies and abſurdities 
in the accounts prefixed to the goſpels of 
Matthew and Luke; he clearly proves that 
there were copies of the New Teſtament, in 
an early age, which were without theſe ac- 
counts; and from a compariſon: of all theſe 
circumſtances, (not from reaſonings à priori 
only) he deduces his | concluſion. Why 
ſhould not his arguments be repreſented in 
this connexion; but be mutilated and frit- 
tered into a number of obſervations, which 
are in this manner repreſented by you a 
totally independent and irrelative ? 


avbich carries with it the higheſt degree of probability; but 
on what foundation this probability reſts, I cannot well 
ſee, unleſs it be that in chap. iv. ver. 13. & is uſed; 


and in chap. v. ver. 1. d is uſed again, which, as being 


an adverſative conjunction, you perhaps imagined neceſ(- 
ſarily led to a change of the ſubject. But it may alſo 
lead to a tranſition from one part of the ſubje& to ano- 
ther ; which is here the moſt obvious, and certainly the 
true light in which it ſhould be regarded. See Illuftrat. | 
are arts e „„ 


2 
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But, as ybu think that Horace's rule is 4 
good one in all caſes, and that demo num, 

timo etiam mm, may be the moſt effectual 

means of ſhowing the weakneſs of an argu- 
ment; let us conſider what weight there is in 
your obſervations conſidered in this view alſo. 

Reaſonings, à priori, from what might be 

rrpelꝛed, againſt any particular miracle, will 

bold, I allow, with equal force againſt all 
miraculous interpoſitions ; ung theſe expec- 
tations are well grounded; unleſs they ariſe 

' from the circumſtances of the ſuppoſed caſe ; 

and are cloſely connected with the nature of 
the perſon or events to which they refer. In 

this view, though ſuch reaſonings muſt neceſ- 
ſarily have a great efficacy, when applied 

to the particular caſe to which they have a 

reference; they have none with regard. to 

miracies in general; the former being in 
their very nature circumſeribed by limita- 
tions, which cannot be made to extend to 
caſes or inſtances of a different ſort. Of 
conſequence, when in a ſuppoſed narrative of 
miraculous facts, which are atteſted by the 
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bot evidenoe, chere Mould. be: found fame 

; alſo, of. which the later could nt hase 
the fame proof as of the chers and ii, 
facts alſo were of ſuch a-kind.as io anſwer and 
purpoſe, nor haye any effect as to the ether 
incidents recorded; it jis;impeſlible chat the 
reader ſhquld have. the: age find af behefiin 
them as in the farmers; and. conſequetitly: his 
— theſe partjculge gaſen, would 
by no means infer his Houbts ja the other - 
more general ones. ; nor would even his 
coral diſpelief of the former, argue the like 
diſbelief . of the others. - Indeed. it: is a 


upiverſal principle, that the credibility 


vriter with, reſpect to thoſe, things-whigh-he 


thoſe who were themſelves witneſſes, is very 
different from that Which has a. telation co 
things of which neither himſelf nor they could 


has ſeen with his own eyes, or received from 


be competent judges, | And therefore, if he 


events in queſtion are of a miraculous kind, 
and yet no end is anſyered by. them (nee 
it is certain that God will not diſplay. himſelf 

in an; extraordinary, a manner, Wwirhout che 
molt manifeſt neceſſity); the principles which 


would 


15% 5 ng 
lle to a ejsckon of theſe; cx hive 
no effect oh the credibility of the others. 
hit is the diftinction which — 
between the (miracles fetorded in the New 
Peſtament, as performed by Jeſus Chriſt, 
and the evekt which is the ſubject of theſe 
letters. If we ſoppoſe the general principle 
of a divine interpofition” for the reſormation 
of ithe world; all the 'miracles which ate re- 
lated as being performed” by hit ard his 
apoſtles, appear perſectly conſiſtent and ne- 
cellary'; they therefore ſtand upon the ſame 
evidence ds the general credibility of the 
golpet/ If the farhe "necefſity occurred for. 
the miraculous conception, the evidence of | 
this would be equal. But it is the total de- 
ſecd of this neceſity which greatly weakens 
chis evidence; if it does not entirely over- 
throw it. Every other miracle in which 
Chriſt is concerned, how Tecrer ſoever it was, 
evem chat of the transfigurätion, has à con- 
nexion;” more or Teſs,” with the great deſign 
on which he came into the world: and; as 
e re cn od vo, _ 
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its ſubordinate neceſſity” may be clearly 
pointed out; but what is there in the mira- 
culous conception, which can be ſhown to 
have any ſuch connexion, or what neceſſity; 


principal e en 
its favour? 35 f auge ds 
This, then, eſtabliſhes a moſt Wiking dif 


' rinRion- between the miraculous conception, W 


and the other facts of an extraordinary na- 
ture in the ſacred hiſtory; and, inſtead f 
veakening the general evidence for miracy- 
lous interpoſitions, it appears to me to add 
ſtrength to it, and this in proportion as ſuch 
diſtinction is more and more conſpicuous. 
credibility, of the ſacred authors ought to he 
clearly demonſtrated. And this you may be 
ſenſible it always is by every divine who 
knoys any thing of the ſubject on which he 
is writing. Allowing this, therefore, the 
argument againſt the truth of particular facts, 
eſpecially. of ſuch as haye no neceſſary con- 
nity, cannot riſe, ſo high as to affect an | 
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univerſal propoſition, which has been proved 
from principles independent on thoſe by 
which thoſe particular facts are effected. If 

theſe, therefore, be found inauthentic (pro- 
vided they are not ſuch as the writer had an 
opportunity of completely deciding upon) 
yet they vill not take away his credibility 
with reſpect to others of which he was better 
able ro ſorm a judgment. It muſt be ac- 
| knowledged that it will overthrow his di- 


vine inſpiration; but this is a qualification 


not abſolutely neceſſary for a hiſtorian even 
in the relation of . miraculous events, which 
may be eaſily and in general faithfully re- 
corded by an honeſt by-ſlander, who was 
poſſeſſed of intelligence and memory, and 
could afterwards expreſs in proper language 
what he had ſeen and heard. - 

As to my ſelf, Tus believer in the infpi- 
ration of the ſcriptures, in the proper ſenſe of 
che expreſſion; 1 am convinced that from 
perſons enabled to perform miraculous 
works for the purpoſe of demonſtrating the | 

'wuth of their doswines, none but uwe doe- | 

Lriwv ir, tiines 


trines of the goſpel, muſt do this on ſuch 


˖ mM 1 
- trines could poſſibly come. Ber 1 45 8. 


ſee, that one who entertains a belief of the 
general credibility of the writers of che Ne 
Teſtament, and at | the ſame time admits 


that they might have been miſtaken id tha 


facts and reafonings which have no imme. 
diate connexion with the fundamental doc - 


a principle, as will « affect all-miracles whats - 


« ever, overturn the faith of hiſtory, and 
ce give the lie to the records of ſeventeen 
« centuries ; or that he muſt renounce evi- 
CCI ING hiſtss 
« rical fact Whatever 

You acknowledge, f that « the a 
« of the miraculous conception was not for 
e ſorne conſiderable time, made known to 
<« the Jewiſh believers.“ And 1 you allow - 
not only that © there are no certain traces 
« of its being made public, during our Sa- 
«-yiour's life, but that Joey was ought 


f 2 Nifv. Mir. Con. Pp. 155 16. | 
* p. 17, . 46—52. 
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©to be the legitinace ſon of Joſephꝭ and 
Mary not only by the Jews in general, 
hut even by the people of Nazareth, 
e bere he lived and was educated. For 

this you give ſeveral reaſons. And in all 
theſe” you are anticipated by Dr. Prieſtley's 
remarks quoted in a former letter; to which. 
may be added the Neger nn wow 
nt ſame writer? 

4 Though there — * a why 
* the miraculous conception ſhould be con- 
, cealed from the enemies of Jeſus: (as it 
might be ſuppoſed to amount to a decla- 

«ration of his being the Mefſiah+) there 
| «does not ſeem to have been any reaſon 

«why: it ſhould have been concealed from 
his friends, as it would have tended to 
«ſtrengthen their faith in his divine miſſion. 
omen.) as Joſeph and e were not 


0 Theol. Rep. vol. IV. baren. HR, of Earl 
Opin, vol. IV. p. 64—71. | 

1 + Which would be inconſiſtent with the deſign of 
eee ee eee 


* aged | > enjoined 
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« DOVE TEL 4 on this head, they would 
naturally ſpeak. of ſo wonderful à thing 
« as,.that of à virgin being wich-child, at 
« leaſt to their pious friends, , who, would 
give them credit for it ; and if i it had been 
ce believed by them, is it not probable, that 
cc more reſpe& would have been paid to - 
« Jeſus, during his infancy. and childhood? 
« — According to St. Luke, it muſt have 
« been known alſo to Zacharias and Eliza- 


e beth, if not to Simeon and Anna; the 


« latter of whom is ſaid. to have ſpaten hin 
64 70 all that looked for redemption in Jeruſalem 
« (Luke ii;-38.),— Suppoſing, however, that 
tt this fact had been a ſecret. between Joſeph 
« and Mary only, and. that they. had agreed. 
te to keep it to themſelves ;— it cannot have 
« been ſuppoſed to haye been uoknown to 
2 Jeſus himſelf, after he was fully illumi- 
es nated with reſpe& to every thing that re- 
ce lated to his character and office; and it 
et muſt, at ſome time or other, have been 
« communicated to his diſciples.— But we 
eee e eee 


* known 


— 
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Þ „dw l at ; be d beg ue n 
I menthod of it, or the moſt "obſcure reſe- 
| ers within all che ſubſequent goſpel 
. * hiſtory, er in any of the Writings of the 
apoſtles ; fo thatj if it was à fact, it was, 
ꝗ0 all appearance, a moſt extraordinary 
* miracle, without che ſmalleſt uſe or effect; 
« ſince the diſcorery of it excited no ſur- 
| «priſe, nor left wy mene by * i . 
cbm be traced.” : 
"The compariſon of this abſira8 vim what 
z above feſerred to will, I hope, effectuall7 
convince you that you have advanced ho- 
ching, in your reply to Dr. Prieſtley, on this 
bead, - but what he had before re 
ned and anſwered. 
Tou take notice, 5: wer "this head, of 


Fr gigs of N azarenus,f againſt the mi- 
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raculous conception, that even the brethren 
| of Jeſus did not believe in him; by obſerving 
that. * this argument operates at leaſt equally 
« againſt Jeſuss being the NMleſfab,, as 
4 againſt the miraculous conception.“ And 
ſo it certainly does. But what is the direct 
coneluſion? Plainly this; that the brechren 
of Chtiſt had neither heard of not ex | 
_ enced any” thing which diſtinguiſhed 955 
from any other man. Suppoſing, thettltve; | 
his mother had been ever ſo much inclined 
to conceal his being ſo extraordinary a a per- 
ſon, as to his birth, at leaſt, from the world; 
would: ſhe give no intimation, nor © betray 
any ſigns from which they, at leaſt, th 
be acquainted with his' fuperiority? Her 
veneration of him itſelf muſt have been o 
great, that i it could: not have eſcaped notice. 
And if fo, i inquiries would be made into the 


S of this $* veneriedort'; which _ 25 


. 2 
nun ener, n vol. V. 
N Do” . 


„„ 
with his brethren, muſt have ended in a con- 
viction of his ſuperior nature, and have 
eſtabliſned their belief in him, as a great 
prophet, at leaſt, much earlier than it appears 
from the ſcripture to have done. On every _ 
view, therefore, 'in which the ſubject has 
been hitherto conſidered, you do not appear 
to me to have anſwered, to any degree of 
ſatisfaction, a ſingle argument which Dr. 
Prieftley has produced. _ - 
In favour of your hypotheſis of Chriſt's 
nature being ſuperior to human, you urge,“ 
that © ſome of the Jews, at leaſt, in thoſe 
te times thought it would be one characte- 
« riſtic of their Meſſiah, that he ſhould not 
« have an ordinary birth.” In proof of 
which you adduce John vii. 27. and the 
common reproach caſt upon Chriſt, that he 
was the carpenter's ſon, whoſe father and mo- 
ther they knew. (John vii. 42.) But this lat. 
ter paſſage refers to the manner in which 
Chriſt ſpeaks of himſelf as the bread which 


® p. 18, 19. . 
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game down from heaven. And the meaning 
plainly is, wwe know that thou art the' ſon f 
Fofeph and Mary; bow” iben canſt thou ſay, 
that. thou cameſt down from heaven ? If the 
expreſſion which Chriſt uſes muſt be neceſ- 
farily reſtricted to his miraculous conception, 
your argument would have much force. 
But it is well knoyn to have no ſuch refe- 
rence. -It is, indeed, plainly figurative, and 
ſignifies only that the commiſſion of Chriſt 
was from the ſupreme God. It has, there- 
fore, no relation to the point which = 
brought to ſupport.” th *%y = 
As to the other paſſage, when Chriſt com- 
«th, no man knoweth whence be is, that no 
conclufion can be drawn from it, bur the 
. Ignorance of the Jews who made the remark, © 
is evident from ver. 42. where the direaly 
oppoſite language is held, hath not the ſerip- 
ture ſaid, that Cbriſt cometh of the ſeed of 
David, „„ 
where David wass, | 
Tou may perhaps ſay, that this or 
| hoguage, ſtrongly implies the miraculous - 
_—_— Concepuon, 
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conception, as upon any other ſuppoſition, 
the probability is, that Chriſt was born at 
Nazareth, But might not the Jews  mif- 
apply this prophecy ? Or if they did not, 
would not Chriſt have come originally from 
Bethlehem, if he was a deſcendant of David, 
who had reſided there? Or if he was to be 
born at Bethlehem, muſt his birth be neceſ- 
farily miraculous? Till the negative of the 
former, and the affirmative of the latter of 
theſe queſtions are both well eſtabliſhed, no 
concluſion can be drawn from either of theſe 
verſes in favour of the aſſertion you make. 

Indeed no argument can be drawn from 
the language of the unconverted Jews in this 
caſe ; fince they changed their expreſſions 
merely to ſuit their own purpoſes. So they 
fay of Chrift (John ix. 29.) we hit nat 


whence be is; though they knew him well, 
as Chrift himſelf declares (vii. 28.) ye both. 
know me, and ye know whence I am; which, 

as it was faid in direct reply to the paſſage 
adduced by you, was' undoubtedly intended 
to let the Jews know, that the expreſſion, 


when 


„ 
when Chrift cometh, „ ke or whine 264 
was regarded by him as a' mere ſubterfuge 
to ſerve their own unjuſt purpoſes. | 

And with reſpect to the words of Iſaiah, 
who ſhall declare his generation ? as nothing 
more can be fairly meant by them, than, 
who ſhall declare the amazing events of his life; 
this text has no reference at all to the” mira- 
culous conception. | 

'Your obſervations in p. 19—21. have 


been anticipated by Dr. Prieſtley in the 
Theological Repoſitory, p. 245 447, which 
paſſage is cited by me in the ſecond let- 


ter. And as they coincide, or are rather 
only an amplification of a paſſage in p. 18. 
quoted in this letter; the reply to p. 18. is 
b a reply to the other. 

Dr. Prieſtley had obſerved that © the nor- 
« priſe of Mary upon ſome particular occa- 
« ſions in the youth of Chriſt ſeems incom- 
©, patible with -her knowledge of his being the 
Meſſiah. "To which you reply, that as 


* Theol. Rep. vol. V. p. 105, 106. Hiſt, of Earl. 
Op, vol. IV. p. 122, 123. 
M 3 « the 


Be. of 
« the apoſtles—erred very much concerning 
I « the nature and deſign of his office; Mary, 
__ - l was not better in- 
i “ ſtructed, at the time which the objection 
I ec refers to, on this head.” * 
Fe This obſervation you ſupport by the cho 


rity of Dr. Lardner, who, becauſe he was an 
unitarian, you think will not be ſuſpected of 
partiality. But, whether he was an unitarian 
or not, his opinions (though of all fair wri- 
ters, I believe he is the faireſt) are as open 
to examination as thoſe of any other man 
whatever. And his ideas in this caſe, you 
will acknowledge, are nothing more than 
mere conjecture. Though even as conjec- 
| tures, they do not imply that ; ignorance 
which you aſcribe to her, but, at the utmoſt, 
ſuch a ſurpriſe as any ſudden accident would 
neceſſarily occaſion in the mind even of one 
who was yet in general prepared for extra- 
ordinary interpoſitions. For, notwithſtanding, 
| ne moſt caſes, aware 


Ses Mir. Con, 5. 33,3035. 
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and on his guard, yer the particular inſtances 
themſelves might very naturally raiſe great 
aſtoniſhment and cauſe violent emotions in 
him. But theſe emotions would ſoon wear 
off, and he would at laſt coolly reſer ſuch 
incidents to the cauſe from which they were 
derived, and to ' which they had the moſt 
obvious relation. Dr. Lardner's idea there- 
fore may be juſt, and not irreconcileable | 
with the circumſtances of the hiſtory, even 
on the ſuppoſition of the reality of the events 
prior to thoſe to which he refers. Nay Joſeph 
and Mary might-reaſonably wonder to hear 
Simeon expreſs himſelf in fo extraordinary a 


ſtrain of prophetical rapture. At the ſame 


time, i it muſt be acknowledged, that, accord- 
ing to the account in this chapter, their 
wonder is expreſſed i in the wrong place; for 
it. is made to precede Simeon's predictions, 
and to follow only ſuch expreſſions as would 

be naturally employed by one who was ac- 
quainted with the extraordinary circumſtances 
of Chriſt's birth (which muſt be at that 


M 4 e 


„ 8-3 
time à matter of public notoriety“) and was 
led hy the feelings of piety and gratitude to 
return God thanks for ſo great a bleſſing, 
Nor, does it appear to me that Mary's 
keeping. aud ponderihg in her heart, the relation 
which .the ſhepherds gave of the ' angelic 
Mons. is inconſiſtent with the miraculous 


a + Thatit dot be c tot ao 
© completely forgotten, and that none of the Jews ſhould 
ever allude to it-in any caſe, does not render the acłkbunt 
of the miraculous conception very probable. This, in- 
deed, has been already taken notice of, and yet it de- 
ſeryes à repeated conſideration. For ſince I can 
hardly think it poſſible, that a circumſtance, which ſeemed 
to have excited ſo general an inquiry, and ſtruck ſo 
many different perſons with ſuch amazement, ſhould 
have been eafily forgotten even in a Tong cotrſe of 
. years; ſo I am convinced, that, when Chriſt appeared 
in ſo ſignal a manner, and manifeſted himſelf fo iltuftri- 
ouſly by repeated and aſtoniſhing miracles, the recollec- 
| tion of this event of his miraculous birth muſt have been 
excited with irreſiſtible force. That it was not excited 
(and it is plain from the ſacred hiftory that it was not) 
is of itſelf ſufficient to caſt a confutation on the whole 
ſtory, Menne 


* 


conception. 
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conception. Indeed, I cannot think that it 


naturally means what Dr. Prieſtley "ſees 


to imagine, that ſbe war at a ig what ta'think 
of ſuch things. The meaning ſeems rather 
to be, ſhe made them the ſujet mn 
ſerious meditation. us 
In theſe two Unna Aue [God my+- 
| ſelf induced to deſert Dr. Prieſtley, and: follow 
Dr. Lardner and you. And were theſe the 
only ones, I ſhould acknowledge that" this 
part of the argument is incapable oſ ſupport. 
But there is another inſtance to which Dr. 
Prieſtley adverts, and which you —_— ou | 
over in-filence.*® 
. and 
told them, (Joſeph and Mary) that he 
« muſt be about his Father's n or at 


„ Tha 3 condone with rom dd tie | 
do not refer in this part of your argument to any 'parti- 
d 1 T looked in vain for your quotation, in the 

e volund of th Repullirey ; and Wer munch 
eulty found it in the D. J. chi, 


+ e Rep. vol. V. p. 105, 106. "Hil Earl Op. 
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4 « his Father's houſe (Luke ii. 50.) they un- 
= e derftood not the ſaying that be fpake unto 
« them, and Mary heps all dt ſayings in ber 
E heart. ö 
As Dr. Prieſtley bas atkicloncl this cir- 
' | vids in ſo ſummary. a manner, give 
1 me leave to draw it out at full length, as it 
appears to me to have much nne in _ 
BROW the ſubject: 
We are told, in the firſt of theſe chapters, 
that «© the angel Gabriel was ſent from God 
cc to Mary; that he came to her, and ad- 
et dreſſed her in a very ſtriking manner; that 
« he informed her that the Holy Ghoſt 
« ſhould come upon her, and the power of 
«©. the, Higheſt 'overſhadoy. her, and that the 
e holy thing which ſhould be born of her 
« ſhould be called the fon of God. We are 
<« alſo told, that ſhe received this notice with 
ee all due devotion and humility ; ;—that ol 
« her viſiting Elizabeth, who was pregnant 
* with John the Baptiſt i in a manner almoſt \ 
« equally ſurpriſing, other wonderful events 
e gccurred ; that, on the birth of Jeſus, ſhe 
1 cc was 
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« was viſited by ſhepherds, who had ſeen a 
« multitude. of the heavenly hoſt directing 
« them to this infant; that (according ta the 


ſecond chap. of Matthew) < wiſe men, guided! 


« by a ſtar, which attended them to the houſe 
« where, the infant was, came and paid him 
« regal homage; chat Mary kept all theſe - 
« things and pondered them in her - heart, 
« well knowing their cauſe and-- tendency; 
te that Herod, hearing of the infant's royal 
« dignity, ſent forth and maſſacred all the 

« infants in Bethlehem and the neighhour- 
« hood ;—an event with which ſhe could not 


« but be deeply affected; and yet, that 


ſhe, together with Joſeph, - who was. equally 
well acquainted, with all theſe circumſtances, 
were amazed at an event not merely leſs ſur- 
priſing, but trifling compared with them, the 
diſplay of extraordinary capacity in Jeſus at a 
very premature age; which indeed they muſt 
have been, for a long time, witneſſes of, and 
repeated inſtances of which muſt have been 
afforded them every day of their lives. 
* it may be truly ſaid, that, except the 

ſcene 


* 
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ſcene on which this event took place, 
there is nothing to diſtinguiſh the con- 
verſation of Jeſus with the Jewiſh doctors, 
from what muſt have frequently paſſed under 
the obſervation of his parents themſclves.* 
For them; therefore, to expreſs fo high a 
degree of wonder, indeed for them to won- 

der at all, when they ſaw him engaged in 
this converſation, is plainly irreconcileable 
with every idea they muſt have entertained 
from the fats which had fallen fo repeatedly 
under their own obſervations. Particularly, 
as they muſt be convinced from the nature 
of his birth, that his relation to God was 
properly that of a. ſon, they could not avoid 
referring the anſwer he made to ther, wiſt 
ge not that I mit be about my Father's bufineſs, 
to the commiſſion with which he was in- 
veſted, for which bars lf 'might mr con- 


(2013 1? 


20 „em eb esd that bogen his nite 
from Urn, on that it y dormant, an dd occaſion 
called it forth, to-public view. But this would bear ſo 
hard upon the miraculous conception itſelf, that no friend | 
e LET cam tains * 


clude 


_ >; 


clude he was preparing hinaſelf thus. early, 
That they underflood not the ſaying which be 
ale unto them, is a clear proof that they 
had no idea of any ſuch commiſſion ; and 
conſequently that they knew nothing of any 
extraordinary event which preceded I. 28 . 
both theſe views, therefore, the conduct of | 
Joſeph and Mary, in this event, is perfectly 
inconſiſtent with the notion of Chriſt's mira- 
culous conception, and conſequently over- 
throws the authenticity of thoſe narratives 
which are annexed to our preſent copies of 
the New Teftament, and contain the an 
count of this ſuppoſed tranſactioun. 
Theſe obſervations hold De on 
the idea which you have ſuggeſted, that 
« Mary“ might be ignorant of many cir- 
et curnſtances which aroſe, from her ſon's 
« infancy, to the complete accompliſhment 
_ © of his work, in perſect conſiſtency wich 
ce her knowledge of his being the Meffiah.” 
For the inconſiſteney which is juſt now 
ſhown between the notion of the -ovraculows 


* Mir: Cen. p. 34+ 
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conception, and the ſurpriſe of Joſeph and 
and Mary, is taken from thoſe circumſtan- 


ces of which Mary could not be ignorant, 
whatever might be her conceptions as to 
other particular eyents, in which the meſſiah- 


ſhip of Jeſus was concerned. So that this 
remark of yours will _ no effect rh the 


preceding reaſoning. | 
As to the compariſon which vou make 


between the ignorance and errors of the 
apoſtles, and that which you aſcribe to Mary 


on this head; it does not appear to me that 


any can be made between them. The igno- 


rance and errors of the former aroſe from a 
very different cauſe from what might be ſup- 
poſed. to affect her mind. As their-attach- _ 


ment to Chriſt was the effect only of the 
miracles which they ſaw him perform, their 
firſt belief in him would naturally be nothing 
more than a high opinion of his extraordinary 
talents and character. Of: conſequence it 


muſt be accompanied with many crude ideas 
which would neceſſarily require a gradual 


: 9 p. 33. 
PP, T9. correction. 


„ 
correction. The prejudices which they en- 
tertained of Chriſt's temporal kingdom, and 
the expectations which they formed, of attain- 
ing honours and emoluments in it, would 
require ſome time, to be totally eradicated. 
And it appears from the facred hiſtory, that 
it was in conſequence: only of repeated in- 
ſtructions, and after a long time indeed, 
that theſe errors gave place to juſt principles. 

But the caſe with Mary was totally oppo- 
ſite. Her mind had been ſo completely 
illuminated by the immediate efficacy of the 
Holy Spirit, and ſne had been ſo accuſtomed 
to divine viſitations, that nothing of a leſs 
miraculous nature could have any great effect 
upon her. Her ſurpriſe, therefore, in the caſe 
above referred to, cannot be reconciled with 
the ſuppoſition of any ſuch viſitations; which 
of conſequence again, in this view, dance 
credibility. 

- It is probable alſo, from this reaſoning, 


that if Chriſt ever declared himſelf to her, 


on the nature of his kingdom, or the doc- 


trines which he was n to teach, ſhe 
would 


u 
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would have juſter ideas of them than his 
_ diſciples had; all her prejudices being ba- 
niſhed by the miraculous events which ac- 
companied his birth. Of this certainly we 
ſhould have had ſome intimations in the ſacred 
hiſtory. But as no ſuch are given, there is 
no reaſon to preſume that ſhe had better 
advantages in theſe reſpects than they had; 
and conſequently knew nothing of thoſe events 
prior to Chriſt's birth which would have had 
ſo irreſiſtible a tendency to lead her into juſt 
ideas on thoſe ' important ſubjects. Indeed 
the infrequency of her appearance in thie 
goſpel hiſtory, and the very ſmall degree of 
impottance in which ſhe is regarded in it, 
afford a ſtriking preſumption, that there was 
nothing in her circumſtances, which gave her 
| 4 pre-eminence over any other woman, or 
that ſhe had been the peculiar __ of di- 
vine regard. 
> Elizabeth is repreſented i in the fiſt chapter 
of Luke, as Mary's couſin and intimate 
acquaintance. She was pregnant, in a mira- 


erbat manner, wat mm the Baptiſt, at the 
lame 


n 
a e ee ee e 


The angel who viſited Mary, acquainted her 


alſo with Elizabeth's. wonderful conception. 
Both Elizabeth and Mary met together, and 
had a conference on theſe furpriſing circum- 
ſtances. Can it be ſuppoſed, that, imme- 
diately after this, they ſhould bury them all 
in ſilence, and ſay nothing of them ta their 
ſons themſelves, who were thus pointed out, 
as it ſhould ſeem, on purpoſe to be noticed 
the one by the other? They were nearly of 
the ſame age; related to each other; and of 
the ſame pious diſpoſitions. ' And yet John 
declares that he did not know. Jeſus; that even 
at the time when the ſpirit deſcended upon 
Jefus, be knew him not (John i. 29-34); and 
the evangeliſts Matthew and Luke (Matt. xi. 
2, 3. Luke vii. 19, 20. inform us that 
John ſent two of his diſciples to n into b 
his pretenſions 5 
Though the laſt of theſs events may is 
reconciled with the knowledge which John 
could not avoid having of Jeſus at the time 
of un 8 and ſeems to have taken place 
= - more 
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more for the benefit of John's diſciples, than 
for the information of John himſelf; yet the 
former is totally inexplicable; on the ſuppo-—-ꝛ 
ſition of the truth of the events recorded in 
the firſt chapter of Luke, concerning John. 
For can it be thought, that John, during 
the courſe of thirty years, related as he was 
to Jeſus, who was himſelf alſo fo eminently 
diſtinguiſhed, ſhould know -nothing of him, 
nor once advert to their relationſhip? Would 
nothing drop to lead to an idea either of their 
acquaintance, or to a reaſon why this ac- 
EIS did not ſubſiſt ? | WEIL 2111 
John, you will ſay, by reaſon of his 1 
in the deſerts,* could not know Jeſus, till the 
commencement of his public miniſtry. But 
is it to be ſuppoſed, that he was ſo con- 
ſtantly in this ſtate, of retirement, as never to 
viſit his parents? or did his parents never 
viſit him? . Did he never hear of, or ſee his 
relation Tels whoſe birth had been ſo ex- 
traordinary, and who, like himſelf, ſeemed 
ee ae ei Rs 


ä * Luke i bo. „a . 
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world? Ita not credible that they ſhould 
be wholly. .unacquainted with each other; 
nor indeed is it likely that their acquaintance | 
ſhould: be leſs than that of the cloſeſt: inti- 
macy ; eſpecially as their eſtrangement could 
not . anſwer any one purpoſe eng l 
the miniſtry of either. Al 
But with all this, the eat 4 
occurred at Jeſus's baptiſm are totally incon- 
ſiſtent. ' We are, therefore, reduced to the 
alternative either of giving up this or the 
ſtory of the miraculous conception. That 
is, we muſt either reject the belief of an 
event, which is credible in itſelf,” has'a cloſe 
connection with our Saviour's miniſtry, and 
is related in the moſt unvarying manner by 
all the evangeliſts; or that of one, which 
has none of theſe characters, which is in'the - 
higheſt degree improbable, in itſelf, has no 
F connexion with any part of our Saviour's 
character or conduct; is ſuppoſed to be re- 
lated by two evangeliſts only; in whoſe 
relations there occur circumſtances not eaſily - 
reconcileable, Which of theſe is the moſt 
SW 47 E, N 2 probable 


no means difficult to determine. 


weight of your argument. 


— 


[96] 
ptobable ſuppoſition, it appears to me by 


Dr. Prieſtley obſerves, that had che mira- 


culous conception been a ſact fo well atteſted 


as it is repreſented, * the eyes of all the 
te country, muſt have been fixed on Jeſus as 


e the promiſed Meſſiah, and all attempts to 
c conceal it, after his public appearance, 


« would have come too late.” In reply to 
which you make theſe two obſervations, 
which ſeem to me to contain the whole 


1 P at 
en meundeft of his appearance; and his 


« proſeſſions were ſo different from their 
c expectations, that he was obliged to uſe 
e great - caution in declating himſelf the 
c Meſſiah ; and, therefore; though Simeon 


and Anna, and many other Pian perſons 


een ame Kiln? N 


Wett, Rep. ub. fup. p. 296. Hit of Bl. Op. 
vol. IV. p- 66. 

1s. Mir, Con. 7.3643. pee 40, 42, 43. 
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& ceſtinony: might be diſregarded by. the 
« Jewiſh nation, becauſe they ſaw nothing 
« in him that led to a canfircoation of it. 
And 2. © That in conſequence of having 
te undergone great calamities, which were 
ee brought upon them by pretenders to the 
e meſliahſhip, they were apprehenſive of 
tec farther ſufferings, and were therefore be- 
come more Cautious | 22 
« farther impoſitions. 
Now it appears to me to be the ws 
tune of theſe obſervations, that they take 
for granted the very point which they are 
brought to demonſtrate. The meanneſs of 
Chriſt's appearance would have vaniſhed in 
their ideas, had the Jews been acquainted 
with his miraculous conception. They would 
not have regarded him as the ſon of Joſeph 
and Mary, though born in their houſe ; but 
felted to them in ſo diſtinguiſhed a manner: 
and, - inſtead of treating his human parents 
with diſreſpect, they would have conſidered 
_ as objects of peculiar attention; they 
N 3 would 
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would have made particular inquiries into 
their birth and family, and not have failed to 
trace this illuſtrious infant to his great pro- 
genitor David, from whom their prophets - 

had taught them, he ſhould deſcend. Hav- 
ing their eyes fixed upon him from this early 

period, they would follow him onwards 
through his childhood and youth, to the time 
| when his miniſtry began; and then finding 
his powers, of which they would have 
before conceived a high expectation, diſplay 
themſelves in the moſt ſignal and illuſtrious 
miracles, they would never have been, of- 
ſended at the meanneſs of this appearance, 
which was done away at his birth, and would 
probably have now no exiſtence, after ſo 


early a manifeſtation of the divine favour to 


him. He would therefore be under no ne- 
ceſſity to uſe caution in declaring his pre- 
tenſions, which would on the contrary be 
immediately attended to, and received with 

all reverence and reſpect. 
To ſuppoſe therefore that hey were of- 
fended at his mean appearance, muſt necef- 
8 | ſarily 
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ſarily amply either an ignorance of his mira- 
culous birth, or a forgetfulneſs of it. The 
latter of theſe is impoſſible in ſo ſhort a 
time as the courſe of thirty years; the former, 
therefore, alone remains, as the moſt proba- 
ble method of accounting for this circum- 
ſtance. And of conſequence, the ſtory of 
| the miraculous. conception, with which this 
is totally irreconcileable, muſt, on a ſup» 
poſition, loſe its credibility. 

Your ſecond obſervation is a direct 
concluſion from the firſt, and therefore can- 
not need much conſideration. Indeed, 1 
much queſtion, whether it will be found 
ſupported by fact. The political conduct of 


the Jews does not ſeem to have been muck 


guided by the principle of caution. They 
were rather inclined to follow any ſeditious 
leader, who would promiſe them a deliver- 
ance. from the Roman yoke. - When, there- 
fore, they, ſaw. a prince born, whoſe rivalſhip | 
Herod dreaded, they could not be troubled 
at ſuch an event, but muſt rejoice at the 
proſpect of ſo immediate a deliverance, and 

N 4 wait 


1991 


wait with anxious expectation the period of 
his declaring himſelf the promiſed Meſſiah. 


All this time, their arrention- muſt be ear- 


neſtly kept up, and their minds awake to 


every citcumſtance of his life. And if they 


found themſelves at laſt difappointed - in 


their expectations, as to the nature of the 


deliverance they were to receive from him, 


they would either bear this with patience, or, 


if they expreſſed themſelves on this ſubject, 
they would certainly advert in clear and un- 
ambiguous terms to the circumſtances on 
which they had founded ſuch expectations. 
As no traces of either one or the other occur 


in the ſacred hiſtory, we may fairly. conclude 


chat the event, to which they would refer, 
had never any. exiſtence. - 
Lou ſay (though you do not refer to the 


Place) that Do. Prieftley® * acknowledges 


« {heme muy be deviſed to reconcile the incon- 
« ftencies with which he has charged: the 
cc hiſtory in queſtion, but that he has not 
ct told us what this ſcheme ts.” 


* 
- 


* Nitb. Mir. Con. p. 43, 44- 
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E is, I 
find, in one of thoſe, the omiſſion of which 
I have complained of in a former letter. And 
though I cannot ſay, that you hive in this 
place given = falſe vation, yet "you have 
taken the words fo much ont of the coνο,“:nn 
m which they ought eo appear, as io make 
them convey a very different ſenſe from what 
was intended by Dr. Priefiley himſelf.” The 
connexion in wth be has WE ther ith | 
. pb 129. 
e The: two | hiſtories of the ee 
conception are themſelves remarkably dif- 
« ferent from each other; und, though it 
may be paſſible vo contrive a ſcheme, by which 
« 7bey may be veconciled, yet there are Tuck 
tc vapital circumſtances, in each of the ne- 
counts, omitted by the other, as it can 


« hardly be ſuppoſed would have been 


<.omitted, i the writers fac been ne 
es: eh 137] C7 iz, e | 
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| The plain meaning of this paſſage is, that 
Dr. Prieſtley regards the ſcheme by which 
theſe accounts might be reconciled as a very 
_ improbable and conternptible. one: you, by 
your manner of citing the clauſe, naturally 
lead your readers to conclude, . that Dr. 
Prieſtley is ſenſible that the accounts are 
reconcileable, but, that he is determined, in 
the face of conviction, to en the over 
throw of both of them. | r 
Lou ſay that he has not 1 us | eb 
ſcheme is, by which they may be reconciled. 
And why has he not? Plainly, becauſe he 
ſcheme is this; that Matthew and Luke, in 
their accounts of the miraculous conception, 
wherever they differ, relate different circum- 
ſtances of the ſame event. And it is on 
this ſuppoſition, the whole of the doctor's ar- 
gument in this place turns. As he has ſhown 
that, even on this ſuppoſition, the omiſſions 
of each are ſuch as can be hardly admitted; 
you will give me leave to abandon it; 
and to declare, what he has not ventured 
p | to 4 


[ 203 1 


to do, that the accounts of Matthew and 
Luke are perfectly incon/iftent with each other; 
that theſe hiſtorians do not relate different 
circumſtances, but that the ſame event is 
repreſented by one in a very different man- 
ner from what it is by the other; that Mat- 
thew's account of the viſion to Joſeph is 
inconſiſtent with Luke's ſilence on this head; 
that the wiſe men from the eaſt in Matthew 

are the ſame as the ſhepherds in Luke; that 
Matthew's ſilence, as to the manger, is in- 
conſiſtent with Luke's expreſs narration of 
it; as, oh the contrary, the particular nar- 
rative given by Matthew of the ſlaughter of 
the infants, is irreconcileable with Luke's 
filence on this important and affecting cir- 
cumſtance. In ſhort, I am perſuaded that 
if theſe two accounts of the miraculous birth 
of Jeſus be conſidered on the ſame prin- 
eiples as any common narratives ſhould Be, 
they will be found to have every mark of 
forgery and impoſture, and none of thoſe 
characters which belong to authentic hiſtories, 
and which appear conſpicuous in other parts 
of theſe goſpels. 


You 
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You argue alſo in favour of the miraculous 
conception, from its general admiſſion in the 
time of I uſtin Martyr.* But you do not con- 
fider here, that you again take for granted 
the point to be proved. The general ad- 
miſſion is the matter in controverſy; for 
' though Juſtin Martyr and ſome athers might 
entertain this opinion, we have no certain 
information that this was the prevalent be- 
lief. It is a fact, that numbers of the 
Hebrew chriſtians continued to a much 
later period; and if they had not, the gene- 
ral reception. of this opinion in Juſtin's time 
| would prove nothing eee ee, . pe 
contained in the New Teſtament. 
The ſubject you ſuppoſe muſt his 4 
Gully diſcuſſed, and the Nazarene principles 
f conſequence exploded. Would not this 

argument hold in favour of the prevailing 
| opinions of any age? Were not the trini- 
tarian principles eſtabliſhed after much f. 
<ufſion? - Tf it could be made appear that 
. Martyr held no other abſurd _ 


Nb. Mir. Con. p. 67e. 


there 
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there might be ſome weight in your argu- 
ment. He might be looked up to as an 
example of free inquiry and accurate con- 
clukon. But you know that this was not 
his character. He was credulous «ans 
thuſiaſtical, 8 

The argument of 3 reception we 1 


in favour of chriſtianity, and with great ju- 


tice. Becauſe this made its way amidſt the 
greateſt - oppoſition, and the moſt dreadful 
perſecution, But this cannot be ſaid with 
reſpe& to any particular ſyſtem of opinions 
contained, or ſuppoſed to be contained in 
the New Teſtament. Theſe, therefore, may 
have not only found their way, but may have 
become very prevalent among chriſtians, 
without having gone through a proper diſ- 
cuſſion, And as this may have been the 
caſe in Juſtin's age as well as in any other, 
no concluſion, can be drawn from his mere 
declaration, that any particular doctrine, 
which be advances, is to be regarded as part 
of the original goſpel of Jeſus Chriſt. The 
doarine, therefore, of the miraculous con- 

fn ception, 
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ception, though aſſerted by him, is as llabſe 
to controverſy, as if he had never ſpoken 
deciſively on the ſubjeR. ; 
As little force as 1 think there is in favour 
of the miraculous conception, as atteſted by 
' Juſtin Martyr, equally little is there againft 
the oppoſite opinion, from the obſervation, 
that though it was ſupported by all the 
learning and abilities of Symmachus, who 
er was an eminent commentator, it was not 
« admitted either by Origen, Euſebius, or 
others who yet highly admired and ap- 
&« proved his writings.”* Indeed, I cannot 
help expreſſing my ſurpriſe, that you ſhould 


advance ſuch arguments. In matters of 


opinion, arguments from authorities are the 
weakeſt which can be uſed. Were any one, 
who was writing in favour of the Ebionite 
doctrine, as having been generally admitted 
in the time of Symmachus, to allege this as 
an argument why it ſhould be now admitted, 
you would, moſt juſtly, appeal from ſuch au- 
thority, to the merits of the cauſe itſelf; 
v © Nifb. Mir, Con. p. 78-81. 

| which, 


en Wee ſays” ar uur p on 
be. And is wer the kame argument equally | 
concluſive on the oppoſite fide? - 
Let the age, in which Symmachus lived, 

be ſuppoſed to have been an age of inquiry 
and examination, even more than it really 
was; if the rejection of his opinion infers the 
falſehood: of it, the general rejection of any 
other opinion will prove the ſame. I need 
not mention the conſequences which would 
reſult from this. Hiſtory ſpeaks plainly 
enough to the point of the rejection, and eveit 
to the abolition, for a number of ages, of _ 
the moſt- rational opinions. The argument 
has a hundred edges; and, as it will prove 

| ed met it will tegen "oy 
1 Aae any e i ol | 
importance advanced by you on this ſubject; 
excepting one, which, as I intend to conſider 
it more particularly in a future letter, I ſhall. 
bs here content NF wich 14108 —— to. 
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This is your appeal to Juſtin Martyr* with 
reſpect to the cenfus which is repreſented in 
eee ee 
at time of Chriſt's birth. W 9y 
As you have not, in this IR Woch a 
complete view of Dr. Prieſtley's argument, 
you will, I hope, AR me to Topply hs 
— 

| *:As Jod unn t at Sede (that 
* is, in the time: of Herod) a province of 
« the Roman empire, but had a king of its 
cc own, though in alliance with Rome, and 
un a ſtate of dependence upon it, the 
Roman oenſus could not regularly extend 
dito that country. What the Romans had 
ec the power of commanding, is not the 
. queſtion.” —<© But while Herod was king, 
« Tudea was governed by Jewiſh laws, and 
©, ſubject to no taxes, but ſuch as were im- 

Wy: en and levied FR m_ b 99 9557 0 

C1 on ie ingen 

#4 1-499 Niſh. Mir. Con. 7. | 


A Theol, Rep. vol. V. p. 9—93. HHiſt. of Earl. 
Op. wol. IV. p. 125—127. : 


« Dr. 


cc Dr. 1 bas himſelf made it nd. 
« ently. evident, that a cenſus vas the moſt 
« odious way of impoſing a tax, and there 
« fore the Romans never had recourſe to it, 
« even in the proper provinces of the em- 
« pire, except in very particular cireumſtan-k 
cc ces. — Though Herod might be in diſ- 

« grace with Auguſtus, — it is not probable 

9 chat the people — would have borne ſuch - 

cc an unprecedented inſult, without. ſuch mur- - 

ce murings as we ſhould have heard of, eſpe- 

« cially from Joſephus. This writer, in his 
c account of the cenſus that was taken in 
e Tudea, on its being made a proper Roman I 
4 province, ſhows that the minds of tbe 
«> Jews were at that time exceedingly dis. | 
« poſed to revolt at the meaſure ; and it was. 

« taken in no more than one part of the 
6. country, over which Herod had been king. 
« Tt did not extend to the dominions f 
« Herod the tetrarch of Galilee, thoſe of 3 
« Philip, or thoſe of Lyſanius. 3 

« Dr. Lardner is. of opinion; that Joſe- 
** mentions this cenſus in the time ß 
O cc Herod N 5 
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. Herodithe Great, in ſaying that the people 
4 Fudtatook an oath 10 be faithful to Cafar, 
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« and the intereſts of the king. But he has 
ce not proved that this expreſſion is equiva- 


« lent to the rating of a cenſus ; and the moſt 


« rational interpretation of it is, that it was 


ce an Oath of 'friendſhip and alliance. Be- 
cc fides, the - meaſure of taking a Roman 


ce cenſus in a foreign country, of ſuch mag- 


tc nitude as Judea then was, was certainly 


cc entitled to a more particular narrative, in 


e ſuch a a as unn of e 


But 
8 There is another omiſſion made by Mr. Niſbett in 
Dr. Prieftley's arguments here (Theol. Rep. vol. V. 

p. 94. Hiſt. of Earl. Op. vol. IV. p. 128.). « It is 
« highly improbable that Joſeph, who lived at Nazareth, 

ce ſituated three days journey from Bethlehem, ſhould be - 
«« obliged to go thither on the account of it.” For I 
may perhaps be told that this difficulty is obviated by a- 
paſſage in Livy (lib. XIII. cap. ix.) where the hiſtorian, 


| ſpeaking of 4 cenſus taken by Fulvius Flaccus, and 


Poſthumius Albinus, ſays, “L. Poſthumius conſul pro 
« concione edixerat, qui Socium Latini nominis ex edictõ 
. 
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; Baviaf ul thisipou take no! notice. What 1 
you have remarked upon, is only the ſup- 
poſed teſtimony of Juſtin Martyr to this 
cenſus, which Dr. Prieftley, with great pro 
bability, thinks to have been nothing but a 
reference to the narrative in this part of St. 

Luke, and which Juſtin takes for granted, 
For Juſtin Martyr, though a very worthy 
man, was (as has been obſerved) exceedingly 
credulous; and would therefore naturally 
think that an event referred to by a ſuppoſed 
evangeliſt could not but be found in the 
public records of Rome. Whether his ac- 


ene quiſquam Romæ, ſed omnes in ſuis civitatibus 
ce cenſerentur.” 
- But this, beſides being en extracedinary meakive, is 

by no means a parallel caſe to Jg being ſuppoſed to go 

from Nazareth to Berblabem; for in this cenſus all ſtrangers 

were ordered to leave Rome, and go (in fuas civitates ) 

to the ſtates or cities to which they belonged. Whereas 

Joſeph is repteſented as leaving the place to which he 
actually did belong, and going to one where he had no + 
„„ | 
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determined. It is plain; however, from the 


count was controverted, cannot certainly be 


above extract, that fact and hiſtory are againſt 
him. And whether, with ſo much credulity as 
hip is univerſally allowed to have had, the 
honeſty of his heart will of itſelf be ſufficient 
to eſtabliſh his credibility in ſuch matters as 
thoſe, which require an accurate examination, 


to which Juſtin does not ſeem to have been 
competent, ch a Dy e e 


aeg 


1 am, su, 
Tour friend and brother 5 


VE 


A the tendency of all the vroteding: argu- 
ments is to ſtate the difficulties attending the 
miraculous conception only, and Luke's ge- 
nealogy is contained in the chapter in which 
I ſuppoſe the goſpel to begin, you will per- 


| _ what Nas T extartain af oy 


To 
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To which 1 very frankly reply, that it 


it has no relation; is quite diſtinct from and 
independent upon every part of the hiſtory ; 
it is carried much farther back-than it would 
probably have been, if Luke had been its 


author; Abraham, (perhaps only David) 


being the laſt perſon to whom it would have 


been extended; for all the following names 


are a mere empty liſt, and prove nothing of 
that for which they may be alt * 
to be introduced. | 

Beſides a great number of names inſerted 
without any known authority, it is in one 


place directly contrary to the genealogy given 


in the Old Teſtament. Salah is made the 


ſon of Cainan, as Cainan is of Arphaxad, 


when Salah was Arphaxad's immediate ſon,* 


* The Camb, MS, indeed omits Cainan here, but 
this is cantrary to all other Mſs. the Hebrew, (Gen. x. 


24, 11, 12.) makes Arphaxad the father of Salah, but 
the LXX, in theſe places make. Arphaxad to be the 
| 03 father 


appears to me to have all the marks of inter- : 
polation. It is inſerted in a place to which 


* 
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There is alſo ſo great a variety | in the read- 
ings, and in the order of theſe proper names 
in the Ms. that the true text can hardly be 

aſcertained, even ſuppoſing Luke had written 
a genealogy. Dr. Gieſbach ſays expreſsly 
of it, incredibilis varietas in ſcribendis nomini- 
bus propriis. Mr. Wetſtein, magna: heac eft 

-- . perturbatio in codicibus ; Mr. Matthæi men- 

tions ſeven lectionaries which are without this 

genealogy, two of which, he ſays, are very 
ancient. And Dr. Mill, as a cloſe of his 
obſervations on this part, ſays plainly, that | 


| father of Cainan, aud Cainan of Balak. See 8 
Univ. Hiſt. p. 14, 15. n the references there: 
Radcliffe's edition. | \ 

fHactenus Varietates. Chis Gen hails alable 43 

| nga del, na Hilo addon Int eines nbd 

ei uſu quoquo modo vel eſſe vel etiam videri poterit ad 
conciliandas, quæ genealogica hæc vexant, difficultates: 

Qui parum, aut eriam fortaſſe, nibil quidquam remedii 

|  debet, ut potius miraculi loco fit, {i poſt tot ſcula, 
tabulis (quas Judzi ad excidium uſque ſumma cura cuſto- 
dierant, et è quibus ſtemma deduxit Lucas) pridem 
amiſſis novæ lucis aliquid nobis jam fve. nenbranit 
vetrrum froe etiam aliunde ſuboriatur. Mill in loc. 

N "© the 


« the difficulties attending the genealogies of 
« Luke and Matthew admit of little or no 
« ſolution either by means of the Ms. of the 
« ancients, or by any other methods what- 
« ever. He thereſore confeſſes himſelf 
obliged to have recourſe to regiſters totally. 
unknown, againſt the faith of all known 
authorities, and to rely on j 
to get clear of a difficulty which he finds 
inſurmovntab tin 718 FOLD 
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on THE n or IGNATIUS'S LESSER 
. EPISTLES, 


_ 
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* * 5 Trat 


Trove wy arguments which have 
been already adduced ſeem to me ſufficient 
to eſtabliſh the point to which they are di- 
re&ed, there is one objection which ſtill pre- 
ſents itſelf, on which you lay ſo great ſtreſs, 
as to make it the ſubject, in a manner, of a 
ſeparate treatiſe. Your whole appendix is 
taken up in urging the evidence of Ignatius, 
a father of the firſt century, to the miracu- 
lous conception; an evidence which cannot 
be diſputed from the circumſtance that he 
was the intimate companion of the apoſtles 
themſelves, and was n Er aca 
nn * dottrine,* 


| of * Appeal, P- . 8 


ſible, and woald, in many caſes, be fait 
argument. But that acquaintance with the 
apoſtles does not neceſſarily inſer a\perfe& 


hinted in a former letter; and that Ignatius, 


if the epiſtles aſeribed to him, were really 


his, was not acquainted with the doctrine of 
numerous . wh ich theſe eite. 
contain. | £16 ier 

e iG is webs ee 


tion of the proper Deity of Jeſus Chriſt ;* 


culous conception, that-f © the virginity-of 
© Mary and the birth of Jeſus were kept 
« ſecret from the devil; that on this oc 
« ſion a ſtar appeared in the heavens brighter 
< than-all the other ſtars ; that theſe, together 
<-with the ſun and moon, danced round it; 
« and that it caſt ſuch een, 
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. This, 1 acknonledge, appears very plau- me 


acquaintance with their doctrine, has been 
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Gesel the light of ul thetz together, bis 
groſs idea of the euchariſt, that it is the 
6 very ficſh of Jeſus Chriſt which ſuffered for. 
bur ſins; andſ the indecent height to 
«which he carries epiſcopal authority; fo as 
ec to place obedience to the | biſhop on the 
e dme Wotigg as obedience to God, and 
e doom to a ſtate of perdition thoſe who 
were poſſeſſed of more knowledge than 
| er!“ e407. ghia etueibüdde 4980 Coro ret 
Theſe certainly are no proofs that Igna- 
| tius was well acquainted with the doctrine of 
the' apoſtles ; on the contrary, they hang as a 
FU nine wrap he | 
drawn from his belief of any. doctrine to 

prove it apoſtalic; and irreſiſtibly eſtabliſh 
-  -this-principle, that no. credit- is due to him, 
 -extepting in thoſe things which may be called 
mere matters of fact. Of conſeauence his 
aſſertion. of; he doctrine of Fe miraculous 
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cab is of no Lgnification towns 
eſtabliſhing the proof of it as an apoſtolic 
ſentiment ; but his quoting any paſſages con- 
tained in the goſpels, is the aſſertion of a 
mere matter of fact which lay before him, 
and eſtabliſhes the genuineneſs of that part 
of ſcripture from which his citation is taken. 
If therefore in any part of his epiſtles: he has 
quoted the paſſages which contain the mira - 
culous conception, this is a plain atteſtation 
to the authenticity of this pores of = gol- 


pel hiſtory, 
But this action i Be u 


thoſe which are called the genuine epiſtles of 
Ignatius. In one of the interpolated epiſtles 
it appears clear and "expreſs. If this there- 
fore be produced as evidence in favour of 
the miraculous conception, the ftreſs laid 
upon it muſt neceſſarily be of ſuch a kind as 
to Include the idea that this evidence ſur- 


paſſes all the united force of that which is 
ſupplied by the other epiſtles. What conſe- 
quences I. __ draw from this . may 
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eaſily judge. But on this 1 will not at- 


: to dwell. 
It will naturally occur to you, that, as the 


| abfurdities above referred to, deſtroy the 


authority of Ignarius in favour of any tenets, 


which he may advance as matters of doc- 


trine; they at the ſame time give occaſion 
to doubts as to the authenticity of the compo- 
fitions themſelves in which ſuch abſurdities 


, 
4 
. 


Did you not know that both the epiſtles mention 


s the miraculous conception, and that this was all I 


« undertook to prove? — You have acknowledged, in 

« expreſs terms, that the ſmaller epiſtle, equally with 
the other, expreſſes Ignatius's opinion, as being fa- 
«« yourable.'to the miraculous 8 — dan, if 


. you can prove that the method which I have adopted has 


« furniſhed me with leser and ſharper weapons againſt 
„Pr. Prieſtley, than what the ſmaller epiſtles will ſup- 
« ply, I am afraid, 7 pull not be able to exculpate myſelf 
« gXTIRELY from the zu of the unworthy mutheds of 

et mifrepreſentation and falſe citation of which you accuſe 
« me.” W 
J. Pope, p. 29, 30. 

1 ſhall make no comment on theſe paſſages, except to 
hint what has been obſerved before, that the deſign of 

Mr. 


are found. For it can hardly be ſuppoſed 
that one who was well acquainted wich the 
doctrine of the apoſtles ſhould fall into any 
abſurdities at all, eſpecially into ſuch as are 
ſo obvious and glaring. 
I ſhall therefore make it the ſubject of the 
following letter to ſhow that the leſſer epiſ- 
tles of Ignatius themſelves, are not, in their 
preſent form, the authentic writings of that 
immediate ſueceſſor of the apoſtles. I will 
not ſay, that they contain nothing of Igna- 
tius's; but what they do contain is very lit- 
tle, and 1 fear, not eaſily ſeparable from 
the vaſt quantity of forgery and impoſture 


Mr. Niſbett's obſervations on Ignatius is ; mces thas to 
prove that he mentions the miraculous conception, if there 
be any meaning in the words this teſtimony of Igna- 
« tius — will be a conſiderable evidence in favour of the 
t authenticity of thoſe chapters in our goſpels, which contain 
r this part of our Lord's hiſtory ;” (Niſbett on the Mir. 
Con. p. 106, 107.) and that it is a favourable circum- 
ſtance for Mr. Niſbett, that he was zotally unacquainted 
with the very epiſtles which he fo unluckily cited. (See 
Niſb. Appeal, p. 28.) But this is a very fingular mode 
2 

with 
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wich which 0 are moſt coroghty im- 
PEE? 51 
The beſt e with which I am ac- 
quainted, of the arguments on each fide of 
the queſtion, is given by Dupin, in his 
Bibliotheca Patyum, at the end of his Obſer- 
vations on the life and writings of Ignatius. 
As Dupin, though an impartial writer, was 
a zealous advocate for the authenticity of 
theſe: epiſtles, it will not be ſuppoſed that he 


| ® Tam a little ſurpriſed at the following paſſage in 
Dr. Prieftley's Hiftory of the Church. (vol. I. p. 223.) 
It is probable that the piles aſcribed to Ignatius, 
ic efpecially the leſſer ones, are in the main genuine, and 
the interpolations in them may eqſily be diſtinguiſhed.” 
For, with reſpect to thoſe which are called interpolated, 
the interpolations are ſo interwoven into the text, that if 
ſeparated from it, they. will leave nothing but a few 
unconnected, and unmeaning clauſes; as to the lier 
epiftles ; I think it would require a very dexterous hand 
indeed, to ſeparate the genuine text from the ſpurious. 
If Dr. Prieffley means, that the interpolations may be 
eaſily diſcovered, I acknowledge it; and would extend the 
CT ee 
OO ede 


| has 


C 
Has Ute any thing of | importance in 
favour of his ſide of the queſtion. ' If there- 
fore his arguments are found inſufficient to 
the point he would eſtabliſh, 1 cannot help 
thinking that the matter may * fairly _ 
ſidered ua prevey: well decided. 
As I do at; (ets eee 
uſed by the advocates of the inauthenticity 
of "theſe epiſtles are equally ſtrong, and 
would wiſh to lay before you the Whole 
merits' of the cauſe fairly, I ſhall firſt men- 
tion thoſe to which Dupin appears to have 
given a ſatisfactory reply, and then ſuch as; 
ae to N an ſtill retain their full 
_m_ 2 * 00G 5003: Ben 
„The firſt obſervation which Dopin' ſeems to . 
have anſwered in a ſatisfactory manner, is, that 
thoſe epiſtles are mentioned in'Nicephorus's - 
Stichometry, or catalogue of canonical and 
ſpuriobs books of ſcripture, among thoſe 
which are called apoctyphal. For this "he ob- 
ſerves, proves only that they were not regarded | 
as belonging to the ſacred rt; lagna 
no 


CES 


8 queſtion whether they are 
ee of Ignatius. 


He appears alſo to have given a ſufficient 
reply to the objections drawn from a ſuppoſed 
reference in them to the opinions of Satur- 


ninus and Theoflotus; who lived in a later 


age than, Ignatius; becauſe theſe were the 
ſame as thoſe of the . Gnoſtics and Simon 
Magus, with whom Ignatius was contem- 
Of no more weight is the objection that 
Oneſimus, who is mentioned by Ignatius, in 
the epiſtle to the Philadelphians as Biſhop of 
Epheſus, was dead before the time of wri- 
ting the epiftle; becauſe it is poſſible that 
- this Oneſimus might not be the ſame perſon 
as he who was the diſciple of Paulg and if 
5 be- mA, he right be alive at this time: for 


| 2 Ye, ne e eee 


I at firſt thought. For if theſe epiſlles 
ey mth fs of Ignatius, the friend of the 
apoſtles, it is hardly to be ſuppoſed that they would be 
regarded, err 1% 1comane . 
| rank of authority. 25 ä 

there 
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chere are oo reaſons o ſopport the abe 


E F eg 


n the epiſtle to ths Smyrnæans ($6;) 
mention is made of certain viſible princes 


who ſhall be judged if they do not believe in 
Jeſus Chriſt ; but it is not probable, that 
Ignatius ſhould ſpeak thus of the kings and 
emperors of his time. To which Dupin 
| juſtly replies, that Tertullian and Juſtin have 


declared as much of the emperors of their 


time, and that, too, in the preſence of the 
emperors themſelves. Beſides (ſays he) it is 


not neceſſary to underſtand the word apxorles = 


of emperors and princes. only; ſince it may 
ſignify 41 that are e with any au- 
a | 


b FEEL - k , 6 


» The miſake of the cbjeftors here and in the follow. 


ing paſſage moſt probably araſe from conſulting the old 


Latin verſion only ; which reads principes as the meaning 
of apxorles, and poenitates as that of wdlaronoailes, And 
yet, if the whole paſſage be conſidered, it will be found 
to contain abſurdities which could hardly come from the 
pen of Ignatius. Lot the render Tubes by EY 
tranſlation of Wake, 


p 2 


: {a 
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In the epiſtle to the Philadelphians (83. 
he ſpeaks of penitents who were publicly 
received by the church; whereas (ſay the 
objectors) in the primitive ages, thoſe who 
had once fallen, were not afterwards read- 
mitted into the communion of the church; 
neither was there any penance which ended 
in reconciliation. To which Dupin replies, 
that there is nothing in this epiſtle which 
relates to n * * and that it is 
certain 


Let no man deceive himſelf; both zhe FI «which 
ce are in heaven, and the glory of angels, and principalities, 
40 (ax oiſis tulers) whether vifible or inviſible ; if they 
& believe not in the blood of Fefus Chriſt, it ſhall be to them 
« condemnation.” 

. What have the things which are is heaven, and the 15 
of angels, to do in this place? is it likely that they ſhould 
not believe in the blood of Chriſt ? ra tes e 


the paſſage very fuſpicious. a 

And certainly there is not; the whole paſſage being 
thus ; Oon ay METANOHEANTEZ 2>Juow eri rm 

dyo ria rng cui Hot Hen 800V1as, ive wor A Inozy 

Xpirov Carleg, As many as repent and return to union with 


the church, ſo as to live * to the example of Te efus 
- Chriſt, 


- 


1 
certain that heretics and ſchiſmaties return- 
ing to the church were always readmitted. 
Nay (ſays he) Morinus evidently proves that. 
in the two firſt. centuries abſolution was granted 
more. eaſily than in the third. It is a pity that 
Dupin did not add the reaſon, which was 
plainly, that there wat much leſs of eccigiaſti- 
cal. tyranny in theſe centuries than in the third 
and following. | 

Theſe appear to me to be the only objec- 
tions to- which Dupin returns anſwers in any 
reſpect ſatisfactory. The others, which are 


Chrift, theſe ſpall be [the children] of Gd. A ſentiment, 
which, with me, inſtead of leading to a ſuſpicion of the 
inauthenticity of thoſe epiſtles, would afford a ſtrong - 
preſumption in their favour. But, alas! ſuch ſentiments 
are not very common in them. 

If it were worth while to be tices noe 
compoſitions, I ſhould ſuppoſe the order of the words 
ought to have been, Oo av wueravonoailes, & C. 
mn ba dul xala Inow Xpirov Cuiles, Mot Ons 

ela; nd in this manner I have tranſlated the paſſage 


: Re + + P 2 : chief 
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chiefly taken from the nature of the epiſtles 
themſelves, he by no means ſucceeds in 
Theſe I will endeavour to ſtate 


removing. 
to you with all poſſible fairneſs. 
1. The ſtyle of theſe epiſtles is full of 
fwelling expreſſions, and affected epithets, 
and the inſcriptions long and pompous; | 
which is very far from the Ren of the 
| en times. 


This Dopin denies ; * yet acknowledges 
rs are in them epithets and compound 
words ; but that this agrees with the Aſiatic 
ſtyle, which is generally more forid than that 
of other nations. He inſtances alſo. Cle- © 
ment's epiſtle as having the ſame epithets, 
Not to remark. on the obvious contradic- 
tion that a ſtyle may be ſimple and florid at 
the ſame time, Mr. Dupin ſeems to have 
forgotten that the apoſtles were Aſiatics as 
well as Ignatius; and yet their ſtyle is plain 
and ſimple. Even St. Paul's, which is more 
| artificial than that of the other apofies, has 


1 60 no means thoſe florid, and, I may ſay,” 


bombaſtic 
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the epiſtles of Ignatius. The ſame may be 


thought that one, who received his do@rine 


immediately from the apdſtles, and who 


therefore muſt wiſh to form himſelf as much 


as poſſible, on their model, would abandon 


their mode of expreſſion, and adopt dne 
entirely different from, and even contrary 6 


theirs? Let a judgment be formed from 


the inſcription of the epiſtle, which has 
given octaſion to the correſpondence be- 
tween us. 

Ignatius, alſo called Theophorbs, to 
ee the church at Epheſus in Aſia, bleſſed in 


« the greatneſs of God the Father, by his 
« fulneſs ; predeſtinated before all ages 


« (ne nue) to be for ite u pas 


„ Inſtances of theſe are innumerable. Abuyanit®-,. 
ak, 1 attYavuar, AZIOGHOS, 


@EOAPOMOE, ©EOM AKAPIETOTATOZ, @E0- 


3 3 manent, 


 bombaſtic® expreſſions, which are found in 


ſaid of Clement's epiſtle. And can it be 


& manent, unchangeable, united, and elect“ 
tei ed in the true paſſion, in the will of th& 
« Father, and of Jeſus Chriſt our God; [to 
« the church at Epheſus], moſt worthy''of 
“being bleſſed; abundant ſalutation, (N 
© xapeq) in urn raged wank in immaculate 


Fries”. | F 41 0 Aeli noc 2 
Does this reſemble, Pail an ' apoſtle. of 


r Chriſt by ibe will r God, to tbe ſaints 
cubo are at Epbeſus, and 70 the faithful in 
Chrift Jeſus; grace be to. you, and peace, 
from God our Father, and from the Lord Feſus 
G | | TRE 
2. In the-epiſtle to the Magneſians, 8 - BY 
ths expre hon, the eternal word proceeded 70% 
from filence, or from cm, is levelled: at the 
Valentinians who entertained. this opinion; 
but Valentinus did not floutiſh till after the 
time of Ignatius. 
10 


® Valentinus came to Rome in the time of Hyginus, 
A. C. 150. was in his higheſt eminence in the reign of 
Antoninus Pius; A. C. 153; and continned till the time 
„f Anicetus, A. C. 162. Of conſequence, fince Igna- 
tius 
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To this Dupin returns a moſt unſatisfac- 
tory anſwer. He produces a paſſage from 
Auguſtin, and one from Fulgentius, both 
which having, as he ſuppoſes, no particular 
reference to the Valentinians, the paſſage in 
queſtion therefore may have none. But this 
is merely gratis dictum; for it is not unlikely 
but both theſe paſſages may be alluſions to 
the Valentinian hereſy. And if they are not 
they bear no reſemblance to this paſſage of 
Ignatius.“ 7 


tius died about 116, there is little ground to ſuppoſe that 
FFF See 
FN. | 


wo Quod eft (ays Auguſtin. Homil. in Jeſu Chriſti nat) 
hoc verbum ; uod difturus antea, non SILEBAT; quo 
dicto non $1LU1IT qui dicebat. And Fulgent. (lib. III. ad 
Trafin. cap. xxviii.) Iaem verbum nullo potuit coerceri 
SILENTIO, quia ip/e patris eft ſempiterna locutio. But any 
one may ſee the difference between theſe and Eg O. 
eri 0 Qavepwocs auor Ja Ion Xpirs Tz pus auls roy@- 
ain, x ano EITHE IIPOEAONN, In the ſame 
ſenſe the Valentinians uſed D amo oryng, Which, 

| AS to Dupin, -was their more uſual expreſſion. - 
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He alſo affirms that Valentinus and his 
diſciples did not ſay that the word came | 


| froth /ilence, but from the /pirif and the truth. 
But this is an evaſion unworthy of Dupin. 


For the ſpirit and the truth came from fence, 
according to the Valentinians. Did not 


. | 95 then 


*.c« Dicant (Valentiniani) eſſe quendam in inviſibili- 


bus & inenarrabilibus altitudinibus perfectum Tonem 


qui ante fuit. Hunc autem et proarchen & prepatora, 
*« et Bython vocant: eſſe autem illum inviſibilem, et 
« quem nulla res capere poſſit. Cum autem à nullo 
« caperetur, et eſſet inviſibilis, ſempiternus, et inge- 
10 nitus, in ſilentio et in quiete multa fuiſſe in immenſis 
« Konibus. Cum ipſo autem fuiſſe et Ennoeanh, quam 
« etiam Charin et Sigen vocant, et aliquando voluiſſe a 
« ſemetipſo emittere hunc Bythum, initium omnium et 
% yelut ſemen. Prolationem hanc præmitti volunt, et 


et eam depoſuiſſe quaſi in vulva ejus quz cum eo erat, 


« Sige. Hunc autem ſuſcepiſſe ſemen hoc, et przg- 
« nantem factam generaſſe Nun, fimilem et æqualem ei 


2 e qui emiſerat, & ſolum capientem magnitudinem patris. 


Nun autem hunc unigenitum vocant, et patrem, & 
« jnitium omnium. Una autem cum eo emiſſam veri- 


«« tatem, et hanc eſſe primam & primogenitam Pytha- 


«« goricam quaternationem, quam et radicem omnium 
| | n « dicunt F 


t 0 1. 
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This ann 


nnn err 
Dupin however alledges that the Dpa 
ann filence' was prior to the time of 
Valentinus, becauſe; he revived! the errors 
of the Gnoſtics. But though Valentinus may 
have done this, it does not ſollom chat he 
bad no opinions peculiar to himſelf; and 
that this concerning g or ſilence is ſo, is 
plain from the paſſage: * 00 from 
Irenæus. 
i er in Euſcbius,® | 
in which he cenſures Marcellus for reviving 
the opinion that ſilence (vu) corxifted with 
. and which he nen as ibe ſame 8s 


« dieunt. E& enim Bythas et Sige, deinde Nas et 
« Alethia. Sentientem autem unigenitum hunc in dus 
c prolatus eſt, emiſiſſe et ipſum Logon et Zoen patrem 
« omnium eorum, qui poſt ſe futuri efſent, et initium et 
E ˙ 
Bb. I. cap. 1. ſub init. 9 4 


De Theolog. Eccles. kb. n l 0 
kn. Demonſtrat. Evangelic, Edit. Colon. 1688.7) 
3 4 * 


4 234 13 


the opinion of the r ringleader. of ardeiftical bere- 
tics, who exprefely declates, Gov: AvD $iLscs 
was. This ringleader Dupin looks upon 
to be Simon Magus. But this does not 
appear from the tenour of the paſſage. It 
is rather to be ſuppoſed that Valentinus muſt 
be alluded to here, eſpecially as Euſebius, 
who was well acquainted with Irenæus's 
writings, could not be ignorant both that 
Irenæus exprefsly. makes this a diſtinguiſhing 
tenet of Valentinus, and that Valentinus was 
the moſt eminent among thoſe who had the 
appellation of Heretics given them. And 
indeed were it allowed that this paſſage /has | 
a reference to Simon Magus, does it not 
appear from the manner in which Euſebius 
expreſſes himſelf, that this is one of the 
Oaia Theologica,” which are generally and 
juſtly regarded as mere unfounded declama- 
tion? It was ſo much the faſhion among the 
fathers to aſcribe all falſe. tenets to Simon 
Magus, that they frequently made him ac- 
countable for more than he was guilty of. 
5060 it not very ptoblematical whether he ever 

* 
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dempted. to propagate hereſy? If he dd, 


how is it that we read nothing of this cir- 
cumſtance in the New Teſtament? Is it 


ſuppoſable, if he really oppoſed the apoſtolic 


doctrines, that no notice would be taken of 
him, more than the ſhort ſtory in the acts of 
the apoſtles? The ſilence of ſcripture on 
this head, affords a ſtrong preſumption, that 
the errors aſcribed to Simon Magus, are 
more properly the effect of prejudice againſt 


him, than founded on any facts properly 


mat a 
3. In the epiſtle to PA Romans, ($ 5.) 
we find this expreſſion, that he was led by the 


leopards, which are ſoldiers. This explication 
is needleſs, and the compariſon childiſh. - 


Mr. Dupin thinks the ſimilitude very natu- 


ral, and the, explication neceſſary. But a 
ſimilitude expreſſed as this is, like a pure 


leſs gloſs, can be neither natural nor neceſ- 
fary. Indeed, if Mr. Dupin had rendered 


the: original properly, the emprineſs .of the 
clauſe would have been apparent- at once. 


The 


metaphor, and which is followed by alife- - 


Fn 1 KLEIN 
EIS 9 
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77 The whole ſentence is # continued frring of 1 
ſooliſh witticiſm. 

e From Syria to Rome l am fighting with 

| « wild-beaſts by land and by ſea, night and ; 

& day, bound by ten OW which is a 

« band of ſoldiers.” * 

The word 'xeoraft®+ is not Grits, but 
Latin only in Greek charactets. This is 
very ſuſpicious, and tends the ſame way as 
other Latin words in thoſe epiſtles to a pre- 
ſumption that the Greek of the ſmaller epiſ- 
tles is a mere tranſlation from ſome forged 
Latin copy. And this copy is probably 
that which is now extant under the namt of 
Vatus ua, For in this the word 


3 e eee bo 9-0 bo 
avon, tO nas nurpa;, IebeuayO- dena duo, 6 cri 
fFpdluwluv rau . If I am not miſtaken, I have ſortiewhere 
met with a conjecture that aetaJvoy ſhould be read inftedd 
of N , and ò eri rpallulay Tayua is an interpolation. = 


But the common reading is confirmed from the interpo- 


lated epiſtle, the old Latin verſion, and Euſebius (Hiſt. | 
Eccl. lib. III. cap. xxxvi.) who cites this paſſage. It 
ſeems probable that Euſebius had taken very little pains 
AIP eee 2 
Lecperdi | 


„ 
Leopardis is uſed; a word unknown in any 


writings prior to the acts of Perpetua and 


Felicitas,* who ſuffered martyrdom in the 


* Dupin ſays that Spartianus, in his Life of Geta 


(ap. Hiſt. Auguſt. Scriptor. p. 425. Edit. Schrevel. 
1661.) exhibits it as an o/d werd even in his time. But 


this does not appear from the paſſage in which it occurs. 


What Spartianus ſays, is, that it was a cuſtom with Geta 


to aſk the grammarians, as they pretended to exaQueſy 


in language, what were the proper words by which the 
actions of particular animals might be expreſſed. For 
inſtance, ſays he, © muſt we uſe bals to expreſs the cry 
« of a lamb, rugio, the noiſe of a lion; rico that of a 


« leopard, &c. Prove to me from the ancients Whether 
e theſe or others are the proper words.” This is the 


meaning of the paſſage. So that the expreſſion de wete- 
ribus approbere, has a relation to rictant, &c. and not to 


leopardi, and 


tranſcribing, and therefore I will ſubjoin only juſt enough 


of it t give = proper view of the ſentyment en 


conveys. . 
, Familiare illi fuit has queeſtiones, grammaticis pro- 
* ponere, mate mates 
c emtterent 


and the other names of animals. Theſe names 
therefore may have been no older than the time of Geta, 
or even of Spartianus, though the verbs expreſſing their 
actions be of an earlier date. The paſſage is hardly worth 


beginning of the third century: which -i3 
enough to ſhow that both the Greek and the 
Latin copies of theſe epiſtles muſt be later. 
than the time of Ignatius. | 
\ | 4+ ** 

it emitterent velut dent balant, - porcelli grunnuint, &c.— 
bh 1 45 rugiunt, leopard; rifant, elephanti barriunt, Kc. 

— eaſque de veteribus approbare.” | 

Wy alſo has the word leopardus, in a work which is 
ſuppoſed to be abridged from Verrius Flaccus who lived 
in the times of Auguſtus and Tiberius, But if it were 
uſed ſo early, how is it that it never occurs in any writer 
before the third century ? Particularly whence is it that 
_ Pliny himſelf, in his Natural Hiſtory (hb. VIII. cap. xvi.) 
where he has occaſion to ſpeak of an animal to which the 
word lenpardus would be peculiarly applicable, never ; 
makes uſe of it? Can it be ſuppoſed, if the word was 
known to him, that he would not employ it, where it 
was ſo much wanted? The ſenſe too in which Feſtus 
uſes the word, is very different from that of Ignatius; 
and if it were not; fince it is well known that he took 
great liberties with the work of Flaccus, by firiking out 
a vaſt number. of words, and criticiſing the reſt in a 
manner not favourable to Flaccus's' reputation, (See 
Biograph. Dict. in Voc. Feſtus) little dependence can be 
== on 11 authority of a paſſage which more pro- 

bably 
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4. The author of the epiſtles aſcribed: to 
Ignatius, cites in the epiſtle to che Smyr- 
næans, a ſentence concerning eſus Chriſt, 
taken from the goſpel according to the He- 
brews... Who can believe this of Ignatius? 

To this Dupin replies, that “ it was not 
« unuſual among the ancients. St. Jerom 
« gives us the ſame paſſage of St. Ignatius, 
« and Papias has likewiſe quoted the goſpel 
« according to the Hebrews.” —« St. Jude 
m alſo cites: A book of Enoch. _ | * 

n 


bably ae from Feſtus himſelf, than from the 
author he pretended in ſuch a manner to abridge. 

The ſame remarks as are here made on Leopardus may 
be applied to «Zeumaapiy (Ad Smyrn. 4.12. Ad Epheſ. 
$ 2. Ad Trallian. 5 3.) vozplup, TJemooila, and axxexla_ 
(Ad Polycarp, $ 6.) ; the firſt of which, according to 
Suicer (Theſaur. in v. ebrunMagur) does not occur be- 
fore the time of Maximus the monk, wha lived in the 
fourth century; and the whole paſſage in which Feoeglup 
is found is pronounced by the ſame author to be ſſ purious; 
plainly becauſe the word itſelf is of late date: for there 
is nothing in the ſentiment unworthy even of an apoſtle. 

_ «Pleaſe (ſays the author of the epiſtle) him under whom 
« ye ſerve as ſoldiers ; from whom alſo ye receive your 


| 10 | | «© pay. 
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on which it may be obſerved; that if this 
remark was made on the writings of one who 
had not enjoyed the ſame advantage of con- 
verfing with the apoſtles as Ignatius had; it 
would have no weight in determining the 
authenticity or ſporiouſneſ of the works af- 
cribed to him; but, as he is ſuppoſed to have. 
been well acquainted with the. doctrines of 
the firſt preachers of chriſtianity, it is hardly 
to be imagined that he could know ſo little 
of the books which they wrote as to miſtake 
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e, pay. rl ($62 
Suic, Thef, ſub. Voc. d0zglup). Of the next paſſages in 
which are found Jerooſla, and axzen'a, the ſame judg- 
ment therefore may be formed. The point to which 
theſe inftances plainly tend, is that theſe epiſtles were 
probably not extant in their preſent ſtate before the fourth 
century ; that they were written by one who underſtood 
_ very little Greek, and have all the appearance of being 
a bad Greek: verſion from a ſpurious, or at leaf, a highly 

inerpalned, Latin copy. 

In the epifile to the Smyrnæans ($ 6.) the word 
| Tepodobuilas occurs. Was this word known in the time 


of Ignatius ? ; 
of 


b * 1 


A inſpired writer. The Andes eM = 
forged writing quoted in Jude's epiſtle, in- 
ſtead of affording an argument in favour of 
Ignatius's epiſtles, bears hard on the authen- 
ticity of this epiſtle itſelf, and was very pro- 
bably one reaſon why it was reckoned by the 
ancient chriſtians among thoſe books which 
were called by the name of ende or * 
puted. 
Theſe 3 infer, it may be ſaid, 2 
inauthenticity of the very goſpel, which 1 
have been all along contending for, as the 
genuine goſpel of St. Matthew. And I ac- 
knowledge, they | imply that the paſſige 
which Ignatius is ſuppoſed to quote, was no 
part of St. Matthew's goſpel, though it may 
have been in that of the Hebrews. But 
what is the argument which this naturally 
ſuggeſts ? Certainly neither more nor lefs 
than thar the epiſtle aſcribed to Ignatius was 
_ written later than the time when this interpo- 
lation crept into the Hebrew goſpel; and, as 
it is not credible that this ſhould be ſo _ 
_ as the apoſtolic age, in which the 
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ily of ſcripture muſt have fallen | into the 
hands of Ignatius, he cannot have expreſſed 
ſuch, a ſentiment, as is here aſcribed to him, 
and conſequently the author of this epiſtle, 
whoever he be, muſt have exiſted at a later, 
probably, a much later period, when numer- 
ous corruptions had made their way into 
the otiginal Hebrew goſpel. - 
5. The defire of ſuffering ae | 
expreſſed by Ignatius (Ad Epheſ. 5 1. 
Rom. F 4.) is too exceſſive. But this con- 
duct Dupin commends ; not reflecting on 
the caution which was uſed by Chriſt and 
his apoſtles, whoſe: examples could not but 
have been directly before the eyes of Igna- 
tius, and to whoſe inſtructions on this head 

he would certainly have paid the moſt im- 
plicit obedience. See Matt. x. 23. Xii. 
14—16. xiv, 12, 13. Mark iii. 6, 7. John 
vil. 1. viii. 59. Xi. 53, 54. Acts ix. 23 
225. xxix. 30. and in other Be See 
alſo Rom. xv. 30, 114. 

6. Of nearly the ſame kind i is his deter- 
. to — ay though he 
— 
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expres himſelf as perſuaded that the Ro- 
mans could 1 prevented it. (Ad Rom. | 


$4, 20% on of Sion he arte nl 
To this Dopin replies, that & Ignatius 
c does not declare they were abſolutely: able 


to deliver him; but only that he was 
« ready to undergo: martyrdom, if they did 


« not prevent it; that they might eaſily do 
e whatever. they thought fit; that is, uſe 
cc their endeavours to reſcue him from death ; 

ce but, for his part, he could not find a bet- 


ce ter opportunity of NY for. Je _ 


ce Chriſt. 9 
I have given Dopic 8 wle ae chat 
it may be ſeen how far even one who is in 


other reſpects candid and impartial, may | 
ſometimes ftrain an argument, to ſupport - 


a favourite cauſe. The words of Ignatius 
conyey a very different meaning, as is evi- 
dent from the following literal tranſlation; i 


— 


« Since, having prayed to God, I have 


e had the fortune to ſee your God-worthy 


« faces (as indeed I prayed to receive more) 


ug bound in Chriſt Jeſus, I hope to 
Q 2 90 embrace 


* 
* 
* 


t 4 1 
e embrace you, if it be the will of God that 
cc ] be thought worthy to come to this end. 
« For. the beginning is well conducted, if I 
< obtain favour, to receive my lot without 
« impediment. , For I fear your love, left it 
« ſhould injure me; for it is eaſy for you. to 
« do what you intend ; but it is difficult for me 
« 0 obtain Cod, if you fpare me,” (that is, if 
&« you prevent me from being put to deatb 
« For I ſhall never have ſuch an opportunity, 
© to obtain God; nor can you, if you be 
« ſilent, be dedicated to a better work. For 
c if you be ſilent concerning me, I ſhall be 
« God's; but if ye love my fleſh, I ſhall 
have my courſe. to run Wo 1 1 
une per) OO 
" Without 3 on the arrant Düne 
of ſome of theſe paſſages, which plainly de- 
monſtrates that they could not have pro- 
ceeded from the friend and companion of the 
apoſtles, you cannot avoid perceiving, their 
obvious meaning to be, that he was deter- 
mined to prevent any applications from the 
1 W in a his favour, though he knew they 
would 
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would be ſucceſsful, as he was fully reſolved N 
to undergo martyrdom, And this is the 

ſenſe which Coleterius gives to the paſſage. 
. Martyrii deſiderio flagrans B. Ignatius ve- 
tc rebatur ne Romani, vel precibus et ad 
Deum et homines, vel pecunia, aut per 
« vim eum a ſupplicio eximerent. 

This, therefore, may be referred to the 

ſehemes head, and ranked among the marks 
of forgery ; as it is not ſuppoſable that an 
immediate follower and companion of the 
apoſtles would act ſo ur to their advice 
and example. 

J. St. Paul does not mention the Ephe- 
ſians in all his epiſtles; though it is affirmed | 
by the author of this epiſtle to the Epheſians 

(F 12.) that he does. To this Dupin replies, 
that this is not- the meaning of the words 

v wavy errnn, but that they ſignify, through 

| the whole. of the epiſtle which St. Paul wrote 
to them. But this interpretation is idle, and 
nothing to. the purpoſe. For does not every 
one mention or advert to his correſpondent - 
in the whole of the letter which he writes to 


Q 3 | him, 


1 


him, whether he expreſſes his correſpondent's 
name or not? | Beſides, this inte pretation 
conveys no compliment; whereas the ſup- 
2 Ignatius intended a peculiarly great 

It ſhould, alſo be conſidered, that if j 
a s ſenſe be admitted, the expreſſion © 
would not have been & navy ei but & mag 
TH erh Any other ſuppoſition will make 
the Greek. a mere tranſlation from the Latin. 
The words of the original are, © ye are 
« the means of paſſage f to thoſe who are 
te killed for the ſake of God; the co-initiated 
ce (oupwra) with Paul, the ſanctified, the 
© martyred, the moſt worthy of blefledneſs, 
e in whoſe ſteps may I be found (when 1 
« meet with God) who in every epiſtle men- - 
er tions you in Jeſus Chriſt.” Can fuch ſtuff 
come from an a e father ? 2 


eee b ths ll hl 

. hne U e e 8 $2 

1 ab = paſs « miſerable pan, becauſe ho wa 

A 5 
a : 8. He 


* 
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8. He declares that he ſaw Jeſus. Chriſt 
(ad.Smyrn. 5 3.) which Chryſoſtom ſays, is 
not true. But, ſays Mr. Dupin, this is not 
the meaning of the paſſage : Ignatius aſſerts 
only that he knew and believed the ey A 


nation of Jeſus Chriſt. 
Of the. juſtice of Mr. Dupin' 5 r 


a judgment be formed by a literal interpre- 
tation of the paſſage, © For I knew bin 
« (ſays Ignatius) in the fleſp after bis refurrec- | 
tion, and believe him to be now in exiſt- 4 
« ence. And when he came to Peter and 

& his companions, | he faid to them, take, 
« feel me, and ſee, for I am not an incor- 
te poreal demon.” : 

As Mr. Dupin . not be :nfenſible that | 
this is the proper ſenſe of the words, he has 
another ſolution of the difficulty. It was 
e not impoſlible (ſays. he) for Ignatius to 
« have ſeen our Saviour.” 30 


— walls rw anarace 0 oajus' eaſes 6, | 
nu Tirsv ofla, The contraſt between oda and mirtvas 
ſhows plainly that the interpretation given by Dupin to 
this paſſage is unfounded ; nen 
A4 $5; Ignatius, 


9 


| 
| 


8 1 Pearſon. Did. de anno quo Ignatius erat condem- 
moins Aſh Ruſſel, Patr. Apot. vol. II. p. 310, &c. 
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Ignatius, xccording to Dupin, ſuffered 
martyrdom-A. D. 107,* and was then about 
eighty years old. Suppoſing Chriſt to have 
been thirty-four years old when he was cru- 


cified, Ignatius could then have been only 


- ſeven years old. Is it credible, on this ſup- 
poſition, that he ſhould take fo particular a 


notice of what Chriſt ſaid? If the duration 
of Chriſt's miniſtry was one year only ; then 
Ignatius could have been no more than four 
years old; which renders the _ ſill 


But if, as | Dr. Pearſon has mo „Tra- 
jan was not at Antioch till the year 1153 
Ignatius could not ſuffer before 116. On 
which ſuppoſition, he not only, could never 
have ſeen Chriſt; but he was not even born 


till two years aſter Chriſt's reſurrection. On 
every principle, therefore, the epiſtle in queſ- 


tion, is a Plain forgery. 


1 'Dopin's Biblioth. Patr. firſt century, p- 37. 


9. He 
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9. He gives an account of certain heretics 
who. abſtained from the euchariſt. (ad 
Smyrn. 5 7.) Now, ſays Mr. Daill, there 
— IR 
Ignatius. 

To this Dupin can ſearcely make any 
reply. He ſays, indeed, that theſe heretics 
were the Docetæ, who believed that Jeſus 
Chriſt ſuffered only in appearance. But this 
is nothing to the purpoſe, as it does not ap- 
pear. from any accounts, that either they or 
any early heretics abſtained from the eucha- 
riſt. Nor does the paſſage itſelf lead to 
ſuch a concluſion. On the contrary, the idea 
which it conveys, is, that there were then 
exiſting perſons, © who did not acknowledge 
cc that the euchariſt was the FLESH of Chrift, 
« which fleſp ſuffered for us.” This cannot 
be the language of the —_— 
Chriſtianity. 

10. He promiſes to ſend a book to the 
Epheſians (ad Epheſ. $ 20.); but how could 
he do it, when he was going to be put to | 
* 


— o 


wards Rome, the proſpect of his. writing 


To this Dupin replies, that dae GHD 
means a ſecond litter (which it certainly 
does) and obſerves that he might well 
« hope to write another, having 14 the 


e liberty to write the former.“ 


But I do not ſee the probability of this. 


The contrary ſeems rather the moſt likely; 


that, as he was continually approaching to- 


would be leſs and leſs every day. 

Indeed the whole tenour of the paſfage 
n plainly that it could not come from 
the pen of Ignatius. For the ſubjects which 


he propoſes to treat of in his Julep SSR, 
are ſuch as muſt neceſſarily employ much 
time and writing, 4 If Chriſt, by your 
& prayer, will think me worthy, and it be 
his will, I will, in addition to this epiſtle, 
c lay open to you in the ſecond book, 
cc which I am about to write to you, the 
te diſpenſation which I have begun with re- 
ee ſpect to the new man, Jeſus: Chriſt; in 
c his faith, and in his love, in his ſuf- 
e fering, and in * reſurrection, eſpe- 


« cially 
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« man by grace from his name (it aual@>) 
ce in one faith, and in Jeſus Chriſt, who by 
« the fleſh was of the race of David, the ſon 
ce of man, and the ſon of God; that you 
« may obey the biſhop and the preſbytery, 


ce with an unalienated mind (angwnrary N,? 


te breaking one and the ſame bread, which 
« js the medicine of immortality, an anti- 
> dote, ſo that you may not die, but live by 
ce Jeſus Chriſt for ever. 

; Such a plan of a Jetter conkd eee 


formed by Ignatius 1 in the circumſtances i in 4 


which he then was. 

Indeed it is worthy of Pe CATE, that 
not one of theſe epiſtles has any proper rela- 
tion either to what might be ſuppoſed to be 
the ſtate of Ignatius“ s mind, or to the pecu- 


lar ſituation in which he was placed. In- 
ſtead of laying open to the churches, to which 


he writes, the feelings which the - cauſe in 
which he was engaged, and the immediate 
proſpect of a dreadful death could not but 

melts excite 


> 


cc cially if the Lord ſhould reveal it to me; 
ee becauſe you all come together man by 


a 4 , 
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excite in his mind, and founding on theſe 


ſuch. exhortations as might encourage his 
fellow-chriſtians to perſevere with fortitude 


| in the ſame profeſſion ; the general tenour of 


theſe epiſtles is to inculcate the proper Deity 


1 Jeſus Cbriſ, a doctrine unknown to the 


ry 


apoſtles, 


= * Thels high terms, uſed by the fame Ia 


concerning Chriſt, naturally lead to the conſideration of 
a fimilar paſſage in Clemens Romanus (ad Corintheos 


$ 16.) where he is ſuppoſed to ſpeak of Chriſt as To 


empor rug psYanuoums Ts den. 
- We have one MS. copy only of Clemens, the Alexan- 

drian. In this the words here mentioned begin a new clauſe, 
and are connected not with the preceding, but with the 


| following ones, referring expreſsly to Chriſt only. But who 


will ſay that this MS. is without errors and falſe read- 
ings? No one who has looked into Wetſtein's Prolego- 
mena, can be ſo much prejudiced as not to acknowledge 
that it has numbers of corruptions. Aud the paſſage 
before us, according to the reading of this MS. is little 
better than nonſenſe. To call Chriſt the SCEPTRE 


of the majeſty of God, is at the beſt ſingularly uncouth 
and awkward. To begin a ſentence alſo with the 


word of appoſition inſtead of that which exprefles the 


principal ſubjeR, is not elegant, nor do 1 N very 
common. | 5 
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apoſtles, his inſtructors; and to ack 
ſuch an implicit obedience to eccleſiaſtical 


rulers, as would prove the diſgrace, and 
end in the ruin of that very goſpel, for which 
he was then ſacrificing his life. This ' ſingle 
conſideration therefore would be ſufficient to 
ſtamp indelibly the mark of impoſture on all 
theſe epiſtles. . 
11. There appears to be much arrogance 
and affectation in theſe epiſtles; the author 
boaſts that he has the knowledge of celeſtial 


On theſe accounts I am inclined to _ the follow- 
ing conjectural emendation: 

Taranto nap ew 3 N, uu ST AIPOUEVUY BETTE 
To Toyo ails ro KATOITPON rug uryaluourng Ts 
zz. O Ke nuvy N Inous ww der zy xopmu 
 adatovaing, &c.—< For Chriſt is of thoſe who are hum- 
| * Wann 206 ety Oe 1 

« which is the mirror of the majeſty of God,” (that is, 
by the wonderful progreſs of the goſpel, in which the divine 
 majefly and greatneſs are clearly reſtectad. ) * Our Lord 
« \Jeftis Chriſt did not come in the pompous ſhow of 
« inſolence,” &c. There is little difference between ; 
EK HITTPON and KTITTPON, which was probably 
the contrated manner in which naror pn was written in 
the oldeſt MSS. 


things ; 


. 
* % 
- 
9 * 1 4 — 0 * , © # 
= of + AF. KG ® - FF s- » S — — * 
— 
* EYW, 8 Kat, ra 
= o ® » * 4 4 | * * 3- A | Y 4 
A by " * & = ” 5 + 


_ things and that "A TO the orders, offices 
and ſtations of the angels. 

All this, Dupin thinks, might be afferted 5 
an ancient biſhop, that had acquired the reputa- 
tion of Ignatius. For my part, I think it 
more than any biſhop has a right to claim, 
even though he ſhould affirm, as Dupin ſays 
of Ignatius, no more than what had been be- 
fore ſaid by St. Paul. At leaſt, it ſhould 
ſeem, that no one, who was not equal to St. 
Paul, has a right to make ſuch pretenſions. 
And will any one ſay chat * was ſuch 
a perſon? | | 
The paſſage which contains this claim i is 
the following ; (ad Trallian. 5 4, 5. )<1 have | 
much knowledge in God. But I keep my- 
« ſelf within bounds, that I may not periſh by 


* 
. 


| «boaſting. —Cannotl writeof celeſtial things? 
But ] fear leſt I ſhould lay a hurt in the way 


« of you wha are r *< For though I 


cup, na rag Tonobeoing Ta; ayyenxas," nas Tas 
curastis Ta; apxorinas, OPATA TE KAI AOPATA. 


«am oil, I han power in | heavenly 
« things, and in the poſitions of the places 
« of angels, and in the conſtitution of raums 


ILAPA Torro, „ a= ods. PO "Yep ao 
indeed! I have power over all things vifible and inviſible. 
Except this, Lam a mere novice. Ou aa SSN, not in 
proportion as 1 am bound. eee = 
my power is not leſſened in this caſe. — 
Dr. Wake is here plainly aſhamed of the ood bs! 
and therefore gives a verſion directly contrary to the 
meaning of the paſſage. « For even I myſelf, although 
« am in bonds, yet am not 2herefore able to underfland 
« heavenly things,” &c. pled. ul; 110 
given him this extraordinary knowledge. 
I have tranſlated the words — ta ET2panca, 
by I have power in heavenly things 3 which ſeems to 
me the moſt natural interpretation; ala being under- 
ſtood before Ta enzpana ; but as the Vetus Interpres ren- 
ders it, Et poſſum quidem intelligere/celftia, in which he 
is followed by Cotelerius, and with which the correſpon- 
dent paſſage in the interpolated epiſtle agrees, which 
reads Jovayuar NOEIN ra e ; I have no objection 
to taking the words in this ſenſe, and reading, Though 
Jam bound, I have power to UNDERSTAND HEAVENLY ' 
things, &c. For, even in this ſenſe, the paſſage implies | 
ſuch a claim to ſupernatural EP the "WT 
themſelves never exhibited, | 


« in i allogs Inkl, and dg invillle, 
Excepting this, I am yet a learner: for 
* mayy things are wanting to us, that we 
may not be wanting as to God.” 
I believe, it may be fafely faid, that a 
more impudent claim was never ſet up by 
mortal man. Can this be from one who 
was the friend and companion of the humble 
12. In theſe epiſtles a diſtinction is plainly 
made between biſhops and prieſts; which 
did not obtain before the third century, 
The latter part of this aſſertion Dupin 
denies ; alledging that many inſtances occur, 
prior to the third century, of this diſtinction. 
That both the names were ſometimes uſed 
to ſignify the ſame, and ſometimes different 
offices in the church, is, what I believe no - 
one can controvert: but that there was a2 
regular diſtribution of miniſters into three 
_ diſtin& claſſes before the third century, no 
one can pretend to aſſert on any evidence 
from antiquity. It cannot therefore be 


See Moſheim's Eecl. ik. Cent. I. part Il. chap. i. 
K — 
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diſtintion is accurately obſerved, could have 
proceeded from one who lived before it was 
made; and conſequently, they could not have 
had Ignatius for their author. 


Ri does aa | 


diſtinction did exiſt in his time; can we ſup- 
poſe that the heads of the church were ad- 


vanced to that extravagant height of ſpiritual | 


tyranny which prevails in all theſe epiſtles ? 
« e It is well to regard God and the diſbop. 
« He who honours the biſhop is honoured 


« by God; he who does any thing without 
_ «me biſhop's knowledge, /erves the devil. 
| AA ee 


ec venerable preſtytery. 
He commends Sotion, becauſe 7 «he 


* obeys the biſhop as the grace of God, and 


« the preſbytery as the la of Jeſus Chriſt.” 
In the ſame epiſtle | he exhorts the Mag- 


neſians to © do all things in the unanimity 


Ad Smyrn. 59. + 5 12. 


t Ad Magnefios, $ 2. j $6. uo. © 
R a _ of 


imagined that theſe epiſtles, in which this 


—— — — 


1 
«. of God, the biſhop prefiding in the place of 
God, and the preſoyters in the place of the 
te afſembly of the apoſtles, and the deacons— 
« as having intruſted to them the miniſtry 
ce ( J) of Jeſus Chriſt, bo was with the 
cc Father before all ages (is apo una wage Lai w) 
«and has appeared in the end - ms: 


. 99 re pn.“) 


c Whoſoever are of God and Jeſus 
4 Chriſt, theſe are with the biſbop.” f The 
« ſpirit has proclaimed, ſaying theſe things; 
 & do nothing without the biſhop.” % 4-1 
1 When ye are ſubject to the biſhop as to 
« Jeſus Chriſt, ye appear to me to live not 
cc according to the manner of men, but ac- 
« cording to Jeſus Chriſt.” _ | Be ſubject 
it to the preſbytery as to the apoſtles of Jeſus 
60 * Chriſt.” ce 41 Let all reverence the deacons 

1 as 


Ka . Ad Philadelphenſes, 33. thy. 
| t Ad Trallianos, $2. [| ibid. 
J 53. The text here ſeems to be corrupted; per- 


haps it ſhould be rug Nauemg, xa: Toy emioxoTov, wg 
hem Kere ala di me Tage, reverence the deacon; 


\ 
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a as alſo the biſhop being l. 
ce fon of the Father, and the preſbyters, as the 


« afſembly of God, indus the. bond & . 


„ eee 
I can nne theſe epiſtles to hind 


been written by a biſhop, but © not * 4 


biſhop as Ignatius. 
I imagined, from the odd * ha 


Greek, and the uſe of the Latin words above 


mentioned, that the writer of theſe epiſtles 


was a Latin, who underſtood little of the 
Greek language. I am now convinced that 
he was not only a Latin, but one who re- 


garded the church of Rome as having a pre- 


eminence over other churches. '. This may 
be deduced: from the exceſſive encomiums 
- which are paſſed on this church, more than 


on the others to which theſe epiſtles are ad- 
drefſed ; though even they are complimented 
to ſuch a degree of fulſome adulation, as 


they could not help being aſhamed of. 


and the biſhop as Jas Cbrig. wwbo is the jon of the Father. 
| IE no" "mos 
. d "2 Nan 


n ; The 
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The inſeription of the e the Ro- 
mans is as follows: 
« Ignatius, alſo called Theophorus, to hy 
ie church of the Romans, which has obtained 
4 mercy by the majeſty of the moſt high 
« Father, and of Jeſus Chriſt his only ſon ; 
« ,a church) beloved and enlightened by 
ee the will of him who willeth all things 
« which are, according to the love of Jeſus 
« Chriſt our Gop ;«« (a church) which has 


ec the precedencyꝰ in the diſtrict (en ror Ne 


« of the Romans; worthy of God, worthy 
« of excellence, worthy of the greateſt hap- 
e pineſs, worthy of praiſe, F worthy of attain- 
ce ing the end it aims at, worthy of purity, 
< having the pre-eminence in love; having 
« the name of Chriſt, having the name of 
« the Father; which alſo 1 ſalute in the 
« name of Jeſus Chriſt, the ſon of the Fa- 
« ther: to thoſe who are united in fleſh and 
ec ſpirit in every command of his, who are 


| . This was not before the third contury 'See Mo- 
ſheim, Cent. III. Part II. chap. ii. 


6 in Ruſſel. bee in Coleterius. 
« filled 
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« filled with the grace of God without di- 
tc tinction : («3axples) and thoroughly puri- 
cc fied from every foreign colour; (avoliuopara; 
cc avs r and ) abundant imma- 
« culate greeting (aMra—apopa; Nah in 81 
& Lord Jeſus Chriſt our Goo.“ 
This ſingle inſcription detefts the whole 
fraud, and ſhows the n from which it 
The laſt vbſerration i is, that theſe epiſtles 
were unknown to Juſtin, Clemens Alexan- | 


drinus, and to all the ancient writers before 
'Euſebius. 


To this Dupin replies, chat a ar6'ig 
by Polycarp, Irenæus, and Origen ; all 
which is very true; but little to the prove of 

their authenticity. 
For there is great reaſon to believe that 
the epiſtle of Polycarp to the Philippians, in 
which (F 13.) Ignatius is mentioned, is a 
mere forgery; ® and if it were pol, * as no 
This, I think, can hardly be doubted, 1 
compares the ninth and thirteenth ſections of this 
R 3 epiſtle 
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paſſage is n referred to, the WE 
which could be concluded, would be, that 
Ignatius had written ſome epiſtles, but what 
they were, or whether thoſe which - are at 
preſent extant, are his, would ſtill remain 
uncertain. So that this teſtimony does not 


7 


epiſlle together, in the former of which, Ignatius is 
ſpoken of as being dead; in the latter, as alive. In 56 9. 
Polycarp is ſuppoſed to ſay, + I beſeech you all there- 
* fore, to obey the word of righteouſneſs, and to exer- 
_ © ciſe all patience, which ye have ſeen with your own | 
e eyes, not only in the bleſſed pnatius, and Zoſimus, and 
*«« Rufus, but alſo in others-who are of you; and in Paul 
“ himſelf and the other apoſtles ;- perſuaded; that aL 
* THESE have run not in vain, but in faith and righteouſ- 
« neſs; and that they ARE with the Lord, with whom 
« they have ſuffered, in the place due to them.” . 
But in 5 13. he ſays, « you and Ignatius have written 
5 et rare: ending wer erer eaten pon 
bring your letters,” &c. | e xr 
Can any two paſſages be more inconſiſtent ? ic 
In 5 9. Eis Toy oPrnopueroy Tomoy is for en Ty opehe 
ronp (See Viger. de Idiotiſm. Græc. P. 531.). [ can- 
not help thinking that this epiltle, . 
Ignatius, are merely e Greek verſions den a forged 
takes. #27 | $657 
affect 
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affect a ſingle 2 which Job won. 
hitherto produced, - © 
But this is not all. As it ins b | 
already that the epiſtle of Ignatius to Poly- 
carp is ſpurious; which is alſo acknowledged 
by Uſher. and others; it follows of -conſe- 
quence, . that the correſponding epiſtle of 
Polycarp to the Philippians is equally ſo. 

There is therefore reaſon to think that one 

was fabricated to ſupport the other, and that 
the forger of the epiſtle of Ignatius could 
have eaſily named the author of that which 
is aſcribed to Polycarp. Indeed they ſeem 
both ſo well calculated to ſupport each other, 
that ſuch a coineidence can be hardly the 
effe& of two different, and unconnected 19 5 

ſons. + | 

The teſtimony of n is ſo far direct 
as it ſnows plainly that the expreſſions which 


* Quemadmodum quidam de noſtris dixit, propter mar- 
tyrium, in deum adjudicatus ad beſtias; Quoniam fru- 
mentum ſum Chriſti, et per dentes beſtiarum molor, ut 
mundus panis dei inveniar. Treas, any: TIO * N. 
* xxviii. 


„ he 
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he quotes, came from ſome one who was 
condemned to be thrown to the wild. beafts, 
and were probably therefore thoſe which 
Ignatius made uſe of. But this is all, For 
Irenzus gives no reaſon to conclude that 
they were contained in any written com- 
poſition. If, therefore, the epiſtles which 
are called Ignatius's can be proved to be 
ſpurious by ſufficient arguments, which ſeems 
to me to have been already done, it is eaſy 
to imagine that the forger would avail him- 
ſelf of ſuch expreſſions as were found in early 
writers, in order to give his — the 
appearance of authenticity. 2 

As to the quotations from Origas, which 
8 one occurs in a work * the au- 
thenticity of which is very dubious.F Some 
| RY it to Ambroſe, and others bo Peter 


s is on the Canticles. Prolog Denique memini 
aliquem Sanctorum dixiſſe ium nomine, de Chriſto; 
Meus . . * gf vec reprekendi onna pro 
hoc K | 

+ See Dupin Biblioth Patr third century, p. 129. 

Lombard: 


- 3 | 
Lombard: and the other, which may be 
called genuine, is a tranſlation. by Jerom. 

80 that Euſebius is the only writer whoſe 
authority may be produced as affording any 
appearance that the epiſties which. are at 
preſent regarded as Ignatius 's were really his. 
And this authority will have little weight 
with any one who conſiders that Eylgbius 
admitted as genuine the forged epiſtles of 
Abgarus and Jeſus Chriſt; and the empty 
tale of the Sibylline gk 


| 3 2 
. 5 
* 


Eleganter in cujuſdam Martyris epiſtola ſeriptum 
reFeri; Ignatium dico, epiſcopum Antiochiz; poſt Pe. 
trum, Secundum ; qui imperſecutione, Rome pugnavit 
ad beſtias: Principem Sæculi hujus latuit virginitas 
Marie. Origen in Luc See alſo Dupin ub. ſup. p. en 

I Euſeb. Hiſt, Eceleſ. lib. I. cap. xi. 
- 1 Vita. Conſtantin, ib. V. cap. xviti.xix. ibid. chap, xx, 
He alſo regards Virgil's fourth Eclogue as a prophecy of 
Chrit. He likewiſe tells the ſilly tale of Narciſſuss 
miracles (Hiſt. Eccleſ. ib, VI. cap. ix.) and in his 
account of the martyrs of Paleſtine, he informs us that 
« in fair veather the pillars of the public buildings 41% 


"OO i were of<fears ; the ſquares were h- 
cc led 


„ 
There is therefore no ſufficient. reaſon to 
be aſigned for regarding the epiſtles of Ig · 
natius as avthentic, but there is every pre- 
ſumption why they ſhould be looked upon 
as either mere forgeries, or perhaps as ſo 
much interpolated, that the true text is in a 


: manner Joſt in the interpolation. be 
With reſpe& to the martyrdom of Ignia- 


rius, though there are A on im- 

50 with awater, alia ek: no rain; 0 unt i 

« was generally ſaid, that the earth wept through ab- 

« horrence of the cruel practices which were committed 

< againſt the chriſtians,” (See Euſeb. de Martyr Palzft. 

| cap. ix. p. 425, edit. Reading). One who wos ſo crggu- 
lous, might eaſily admit without examination, Ignatius's 

_ epiſtles,—Dr. Jortin indeed endeavours (Rem. on Eccl. 

Hift. vol. I. p. 315.) to exculpate Euſebius from the 
charge of approving the Acroſtic of the Sibyll, by obſerr- 

ing that the ſentiments are not Euſebius's but Conſtan- 
mines. But as they are delivered without any marks of 
ciſapprobation in a hiſtory compoſed by Euſebius, I do 

| be fee how ke ie mot ie acdomicable for them, rand 

7 Had come originally from himſelf. | 

II Jortin's' remark be allowed, . Ruſebius) will be 

cleared from the charge in one inftance only: the reſt 
e gran. e abs * 
| probabilities 
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abilities and even falſehoods mixed n 
it; een ſtory may poſſibly be true. 
Yet it muſt be conſeſſed, that to go to 
Rome from Antioch in Syria) through Alt 
Minor to Smyrna, | inſtead" of "ſailing to 
Cyprus; and from thence by Crete to Syra- 


cuſe or Rhegium; which would be the moſt 


likely courſe, is a very ſtrange kind of navi- 
gation, and not to be accouined for even on 
the ſuppoſition that Trajan's deſign was by 
expoſing Ignatius to the chriſtians in thoſe 
parts, to ſtrike terror into them: For the 
very manner of his nene would have 
been ſufficient. Ede Stat 20,0, 

But not to inſiſt upon ehidhi Suppeiing 


that Ignatius had been conducted / through 


Aſia Minor from Antioch, how ſhall we 
account for the courſe which was afterwards 
taken? His direct road from Smyrna being 
what he actually took, to Troas, from 
thence acroſs; the Ægean ſea to Neapolis; - 
and from Neapolis by land to Epidamnus, 
why did he not fail directly acroſs the Adria- 
_ tic to Brunduſium, and proceed from thener 


181 


to Rome? The plea of the neceſſity that he 
ſhould be made a ſpectacle to the chriſtians, 
has no place here, ſor } this he would be 
made more effeftually; by this courſetthah 
by that which is ſaid to have been taken. 
Is it probable, that he would be made to 
fail down the Jonian ſea, round Sicily, and 
up again through the Tuſcan ſea, to Puteoli, 
and go from chener, by a road of not quite 
one hundred nuies to Rome? is this con- 
ſiſtent with the deſign for which he was to be 


donducted through io large a ſpate in Aſia? 


„Why ſhould he be put to death at Rome? 
In the time of Ignatius, the moſt numerous 
body of chriſtians was in Aſia, not in Europe; 
and conſequently the end propoſed by Trajan 
in puniſhing him, would have been more 
prabably anſwered at Antioch than at Rome. 
Theſe appear to me, important difficulties: 
and added ito the plain marks of ' forgery 
which: oecur in the epiſtles, lead me tothink 
it highly . probable, that the whole ſtory is 
one of thoſe early inventions in which the 
1 chriſtians too much indulged them- 


ſelves, 
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FROM in order to magnify: their neal; and 
throw an odium on their perſecutors: who 
had, indeed, without * We e to anſwet 
for.“ | i Bi 

| We 


There ſeems to me ſomething incredible, not only 
in the account of Polycarp's martyrdom, hut alſo of his 
great age when he' ſuffered. That he ſhould live forty 
years after Ignatius, whoſe companion he had been in 
attending upon St. John, and conſequently be not leſs 
than a hundred and twenty years old; and yet that he 
ſhould not die a natural death, is a circumſtance, I 
think, unparalleled. Indeed it does not ſtrike me as at 
all probable, that the Ronians, in their perfecution of 
the chriſtlans, ſhould ſhow the moſt exemplary marks of 
their reſentment againſt ſuch as by their great age, were, 
in ſome meaſure, incapable of taking part in the exteiſ 
ſion of the goſpel; They would rather dire their vun - 
geance againſt thoſe active characters who were likely to 
give them nnn ee 
rum 6 
. All more iaajrodildls; 
that Polycarp, in the year 154, when above 4 hundred 
years old, ſhould take a journey from Smyrna to Rome; 
in order to ſettle with Anicetus the Roman biſhop, the 
| diſpute concerning the time of K RETIX OG EASTER, 
Much leſs can we ſuppoſe that he ſhould expreſs him- 
f ſelf 
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We are now therefore neceſſarily reduced 
to! che ſingle teſtimony of Juſtin Martyr. 
But this may more properly make the ſub- 
Jeſt of another bee. "708 


1 am, Sm. 
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ie Marches is the anche eres d to him. 
or relate the filly tory of St. Johm and Cerinthus at the 
Bath. Indeed, will any man of common ſenſe believe, 
that a hearer of St. John ſhould have any idea of keeping 
Eaſter at all, when it is well known that one great de · 
fign of the goſpel, as to aboliſh all difference of times 
and ſeaſons? _ 
of | "The whale nactative. of the eutityniom uf Folyoury hb 
more worthy of being ranked among thoſe of the Romiſh 
legend, than of obtaining a place in genuine hiſtory. 
Of ohio any; ona maybe convinged, ann 
e 
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SIR, 


| Yoo. candidly er By Mn 
the teſtimony of Juſtin Martyr, that © if any 
te well founded objections can be made to it, 
ce they will operate ſtrongly an the .mira= 
« culous conception! 

Without eee eee 
promiſe, ſuffer me to lay before you ſuch 
circumſtances, as will, I am perſuaded, 
ſhake the confidence, which you ſeem to 
place in him. 

His general character of credulity you 
admit'on the evidence of Dr. Jortin;F whoſe 
account, though deſigned to be © favourable 


| Appeal, p. 57. note note. | 
+ e vol. IT, 
p. 1 e 


- 
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to \ Juſtin clearly proves him to be, what the 
Doctor ſays both of him and the other fa- 
thers, — A poor and inſufficient guide in 
te things of judgment and criticiſm, and in 
« the interpretation of the ſcriptures,” and 
cc ſometimes in points. of morality and doc- 
ce trine; — and that it is better to defer too 
« little, than too much to his deciſions.“ ® 
Of this you will be convinced Gong the fol- 


lowing particulars. 


among chriſtians even in his days ; that they 
exorciſed all dæmons and evil ſpirits, and 
held them in ſubjection. I He makes the 
victory over Amalek, a type of Chriſt's vic- 
. tory over demons, and the foray and 


75 0 hen. ib. p. 163, 164. 
zo 1 4 | 


— prxps wy IPOGHTTEA Yapte- 
© pale en, Join. Op. p- 308. edit. Pariſ. 1615. 


», 1 p- 302. Kai wy dee Ta AAIMONIA HANTA | 


* xa Treuuala Toma eZopriZonles, TIIOTAZZOMENA 
HMIN exouer, See alſo p. 247. 


-< = authorities 


He affirms, that f prophetica gif exiſted Bi 


9 W ö 9 . et. SIE. =. 
* - . 0 4 : » — — 
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„ 1 
authorities of ile ear 2. he dale vs, dur 


they were placady. Ell in lee Wich wü 


and begot dæmons, by whom the race f 
mankind was ſubdued z that Iſaiah ſays, 
evil angels inhabit the land of Tanis in 
Egypt: and that we ought to pray to CO 
when it departs from the body.] He ad- 
vauances the idle notion, that the aſa and the 
-foal which were brought to Chriſt predicted 
che converſion of the Jews and Gentiles ; che 
foal, as being without burden repreſenting 
the latter, and the aſs, as ſubject to be 
burdened, the meiner. Hel be: IA Ifatah 


263. 42:44, IP 
1 p. 30. This is taken. Ben f binndering ee 
tation of the Septuagint verſion of , Iſaiah xxx. 4. 
On aow & Tax: APXHTOI AITEAOT TONHPOT, 
which Juſtin quotes without underſtanding it. 94 


|| p. 332, 333. | > 
$ Aupdepa vag ra bas (that is, cas nai wake) 
KENEUT Ol GBYGEYELV, Tpoaryyea 1 xa ano Tis auvayaryis 
Duan du To ano ran cyan miri er uu u 
A 
8 i, 16. 


1 
I. 16. waſh ye, mate ye clean, &c. to the 
waſhing” in the name of God and Jeſus 
Chriſt, wh ich he calls illumination, and gravely 
tells us, that the dæmons hearing this 
« waſhing preached by the prophet, invented 
<«:ablutions and libations.”* And what is 
moſt ſurpriſing, he ſays expreſsly, that e the 
ſingle tranſgreſſion of David with Uriah's 
ccc wife taken in connexion with his repent- 
cc ance, ſnows that the patriarchs took many 
. « wives to themſelves, not as FoRNICATORS, 
ce hut that a certain DIVINE DISPENSATION, 
ce and ALL MYSTERIES were thus accompliſhed 
by them. Can you think much credit 
is due to ſuch a writer as this?? 

He ſpeaks of the Sibylline books as le 
red, and of the Sibyll herſelf as plainly de- 
claring the coming of Jeſus Chriſt ;f makes 
che horn of che unicorn a type of the croſs; | 


p. 94, 95. 

Ft p. 371, One fignifies a divine diſpenſation or 
- conſtitution in eccleſiaſtical writers. Vide Suicer in Voc. 
$ 2. p. 458, 459, vol. II. | 
W 8 20 
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| and the fearlet cord which the ſpies gave to 
Rahab the harlot, a ſymbol of the Blood f 
Cbrif, becauſe © as ſhe was preſerved by 
t means of this cord, ſo thoſe who have 
« been harlots and unjuſt, are ſaved by re- 
« ceiving the remiſſion of their ſins: “ 

His method of diſcuſſing the myſtery of 
Me e is too curious to be omitted. 
« Conſider, ſays. he, © all the things in the 
« world; whether they could be adminiſtered, 
v or have any communication with each 
« other, without this form of the croſs. 
© The-ſea. could not -be- paſſed, unleſs that 
c. trophy called the fail, were preſerved in 
« the ſhip; the earth could not be tilled, 

_ « without it, for neither diggers nor artifi- - 
& cers could. do their work, but by inſtru- 
ce The ſorm of man 
. Jo "in; pathing, eile from other ani- 
«. mals, but in the erection of his body, and 
c the extenſion of his arms, and the projec- 
bor, tion of bis noſe from his forchead, through 


hs 
1 
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* which reſpiration: is made; and which 
« ſhows nothing elſe but the figure of the 
«croſs; in which ſenſe. alſo it is ſpoken 
« of: by the prophet, Chriſt the Lord is the 
. © breath befbre our fc. Where theſe laſt + 
words, which gre taken from Lament. iv. 20. 
| (Sepinagin: )/are ſtrained by Juſtin to a ſenſe 
ng were never intended to convey. 
+1. have: taken the above paſfage ſtom Dr 
Middleton z net however without examining 
che original itſelf ; ſor though the doctor 
was a moſt ingenious writer, he wag: not 
eee, ee 
eee 


Y n ö 23 


8 > te Mii ne Mina ke n 
* and Juſt. Op. p. go. 


+ In the controverſy between Dr. 'Mildleton 5 
Bimop Pearce, occaſioned by Waterland's Scriptare 
Vindicated, Bifhop Pearce charges Middleton with //- 
200% quotations u tuo bifforical fh as faljtly reported by 
him (See Life of Biſhop Pearce prefixed to his Comment. 

on the Four Evangelifts, vol. I. p. 34.) and in Dr. Mid- 


dleton's Examination of Dr. Bentley's propoſals for 
publiſhing an edition of the Greek Teſtament with vari- 


ous e I have une 1 ſuch inftances of 
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| £ 97 1. | 
ever; reſiſt the temptation to add the deen 
which follows it, becauſe it ſhows ho far 
ſome will ſtrain an e 1 to eee a 
favpurite hypotheſis. / af 
Upon this — ee 
< learned Dr. Grabe makes the following 
«remarks; which 1 would recommend to 
« all the zealous admirers of theſe venerable 
cr /aints and pure ages ; that the holy martyr 
<« maß not be raſbly blamed,” for an imterpreta- 
tion /o foreed aud far-felcbed; becauſe is was 
«'zb4 prevailing cuſtom & that age, to import | 
i into the ſacred text SENSES, WHICH ren Nor 
© BELONG. TO 17%" © 01717 4639 
This apology of Dr. Grabe does «th hot 
martyr no great honour. 
. Juſtin affirms alſo that filly ſtory, concern- 
| ing the Septusgint verſion of the Old Telta- 


pofairnefs and mifrepreſentation, 4s »iÞl ear allah & 
grace on his memory, and ought in his life-time to have 


filled his ſoul. with bitter reflexions, that he had been- 
thus the inſtrument of depriving the world of the beſt 
work in which cle teak have ben cagaghd.* 


Middleton, 3b. p. 28, 29. 
V 


— 
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ment, cc « chat i it was made by ſeventy elders 


« ſent: for that purpoſe from Jeruſalem to 
Egypt, at the requeſt of king Ptolemy ; 
« whom that king ſhut up in as many ſepa- 
c rate cells, and obliged them, each to 
« tranſlate the whole Bible apart, and with- 
ee but any communication with each other: 
e yet all their ſeveral tranſlations were ſound 

'« to agree verbatim ſrom the beginning to 
te the end; and by that means were demon- 
« ſtrated to be of divine inſpiration.” And 
to raiſe the greater attention to his ſtory, he 
introduces it, by declaring, that he is not 
« telling a fable or forged tale; but that he 
te himſelf had ſeen at Alexandria the remains 
tt of thoſe very cells in which the tranſlators 
e had been ſhut vp | 

It is certain,” ſays. Dr. Miadleton, f 
ee that there never were any ſuch cells, nor 
« © any ſuch tranflators : and the beſt excuſe 


ou — taken, Gow. Middlotn, wid 
p. 37» 38. See alſo Juſt. Op. p. 13, 14. 7 


Þ Pe. 39, 40ß0 e 
* 1 « which 


„ 
ce which can be made for Juſtin, is, that he 
« was impoſed upon by ſome Jews or Chriſ- 
« tians of Alexandria, who might ſhow him 
ce ſome old ruins, under the name of cells, 
« which his prepoſſeſſion in favour of the 
« ſtory, owing to his natural credulity and 
cc want of judgment, made him take o by 
A really ſuch.“ 
c To theſe ſpecimens of his want of „ ; 
ec ment (ſays the ſame author“) I might add 
c ſeveral more, from his frequent uſe of 
cc fabulous and apocrypbal books, forged by the 
“ firſt chriſtians, under the names of the 
« apoſtles ; and likewiſe from his falſe and 
cc negligent manner of quoting the genuine 
« ſcriptures. Dr. Grabe f has collected ſe- 
« yeral inſtances of the firſt ſort, and his 
« learned editor (Thirlby ) finds frequent 
« occaſion to animadvert upon the fecond.” _ 
* | de He 
5. 35 | + Grabe Spiileg, Pat, un. I p! 14. 
327. item. p. 19. s 
t Vide Juſt. Apol. I. p. 87. 0 4s . 
venenoſis, &c. in deſerto. it. p. 92. note 6. it. p. 206. 


note 20, it. p. 203. note 16. it. note 18. p. 327. 
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1 


He frequently charges the Jews, with | 
© baving expunged many paſſages out of the 
« Greek Bibles, in which the charafter and 
« ſufferings of \ Jeſus were clearly deſeribed: 
« which charge all the learned of theſe later 
ert ages have found to be wholly groundlefs.” 
q have eraſed,” ſays he, © out of the 
c book of Eſdras, ( Ezra ) the following words ; 
« Efdras ſaid to the people, this paſſover is 
« our Saviour, and our refuge; and if you 
& will but perſuade. yourſelves, and be con- 
c vinoed in your hearts, that we are to 
« humble him in a ſign or figure, and aſter- 
« wards to put our truſt in him; this place, 
&« ſhall not be made deſolate in all ages, fays 


eee 
at the time of Chyiſt's going down into the Jordan to be 
baptized by John, 4 fire was kindled in the river; for 
which Juſtin appeals to the writings of the apoſtles; and 
that Jeſus ſaid to his diſciples, among whomfeever 1 find 
you, among them quill I. judge you. Neither of theſe. is to 
be found in the New Teſtament. For the quotations in 
this paragraph, I depend on Dr. Middleton. The two 


4 Mem. Mifye Jon 
accountable for. 8 


« believe in him, nor attend to his preach- 
« jng, you ſhall be as dirt to the nations... 


bos too credulouſly admined by bim 8 8 
nn N Ie 


80 in the ninetieth pſalm, Jan hw 
3 tell the nations, that 'the Lord 


reigned FROM THE TREE;F and groundlefsly 


them of ores T 5 Prop. ime. 


— 


* Middleton Pp. 42, 43. Juſt. Oper. p. 297: ag 
+ Juſt. Op. p. 298. See alſo Middleton, p. 43. 


t 1 Or fab. init, pagina. Ke een e Ko” 
Tegen Dran Tavta Tipicrolian' eye ws ah,, Ke. 

On which Thirlby has this note: Juſtinus. max. gonßte- 

bitur nunc locum intactum extitifſe in noanullis, Judz- - 


K 
tum 


Fd 


This paſſage, inſtead of having been en- 
forgery; not indeed to be charged upon 
Juſtin, who was incapable of ſuch deceit; 


Jerem. xi. 19. which whole verſe he accuſes 


— 
mT 
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diately after he acknowledges that it occurs 
in /ome of their copies. Indeed it occurs in 
all, and was never eraſed either by Jews or 


_ Chriſtians. , For this he is juſtly regarded by 


Thirlby as guilty of Je negligence and 
raſhneſs. * | 
He alſo. charges chem with. expunging | 


another paſſage from Jeremiah, which does 


not appear to have ever exiſted; but, from 


the nature of the language, ella, probably to 


have been a chriſtian forgery.* 

But what is ſtill more i is his 
charging the Romans with human ſacrifices | 
in celebrating the TO of Saturn: a 


ü tum Hebiaicis: Jerem. ol. 19. Nos quoque 
Judzos fraudis abſolvimus, Juſtinum ſummæ negligentiz 
et temeritatis abſolvere non poſſumus. 


© Lev are 140 ein n e Taps e ah 
rep cfuno dn Fe up- ö Ge O- ano Iopan ra 


vexpay c Twy Kexornuevav tg Y Xιν D-, xo xalign 


1 - allug —— a To Ws alls. Laar 
Oper. p. ags. | 

-+ Joft. Op: p. 50. Bic” Parl. 161g. p. 128. edit. 
Thirlby,* who has a 1 * note on this paſſage, in which 
2 | a ſe he 
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charge abſolutely falſe,” and unſupported by 
any authority; all the Pagan writers being 
totally ſilent as to ſuch ſacrifſices. And yet 
Juſtin advances it with all the confidence of 
one e woe: in Md a 
ran 9002112, nr Ree” 


. . 7 3 * 2 5 S ad - 1 * 
5 1 7 a 4 . 4 


he expreſſes in plain terms bis dbb of this nocoune, 
though it was repeated by Cyprian, Tatian, LaQantius, 
Tertullian, Minutius, Theophilvs, Epiphanius. Athana- 
ſius, and Prudentius. Quis | (ſays he) non ſuſpicetur 
« injuriam . in hac re non minorem faftam '-Sacris 
_ « Gentilium a Chriſtianis quam Gentiles viciſſim 
« Chriſtianorum ritibus fecerunt, præſertim cum jam 
« diu omnibus nota fit MIRA BT STUPORI TIN 

«© IMA PATRUM CREDULITAS?” | "He afterwards ' 
quotes'a. paſſage from Cyrill, to the ſame purpoſe as 

this in Juſtin Martyr ; and obſerves ; — “ De hae 
« re ſcire velim quid ſentiant ſagifſimi viri Patrum pa- 
« troni? Si audebunt dicere non -credere” ſe, © rogo 
« quid faQuri eſſent fi -Juſtinus hoc ſcripſiſſet, ceterique 
e religionis Chriſtianz defenſores ali ex aliis in apolo- 
cc gias ſaas, uti mos iis erat, tranſtuiſſent ? Quod fl ne 
4 fie quoque credituros fuiſſe affirmabunt, orandi ſunt, 
So a eee, RR. | 
rn ("4403 "_- 
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| Phe l lnftcies ſhall 1 given in the 
words of Dr. Middleton, * whoſe aocount is 
ep ene Ca pv f vf 1 

J his Apology; ace wks pipe 
i an Sn of Ren he charges them with 
ee paying divine honours to the heretic and 

, jtnpoſtor, Simon of Samaria, commonly 
« called. the Magician and for the truth of 
this charge, appeals to a ſtatue then ſub- 
« ſifting in Rome, and publicly dedicated to 
< that Simon in the iſland of the Tiber, 
< with this inſeription, SIMONT DEO SANCTO0.f 
« But it is manifeſt beyond all reaſonable 
1 doubt, as ſome learned men have ſhown, 
< that Juſtin was led here into a groſs blun- 
7 dy his aua! want book = 


mor of Cs hs kt; 1 
5:4. Sos Jak” Maier Apol. I. p. 39. A Thirty 
Wee 69. edit. Par. 1615. to which reference of 
Dr. Middleton's e e dem” A sf et 
tin repeats the ſame Rory; . Y | 
Juſtin,” ſays Middleton, nigh: inthe 
* belief and alſettion' of this fat by al the leg 
„ fathers, agus Tertullian, Augen, Dpiphaudur, 


4 knowledge 
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Ce knoyiodge af Roman affairs; and his pre- 
« conceived belief of certain fabulous ſturies, 
« which paſſed cutrent about this Simon 

among the firſt chriſtians : for the 2 
« and inſcription, to which he appeals, were 


— Simon 8 


Magus, of whoſe deiſication there is not the 
— hint im any Roman writer, but to a 
« Sabine deity, of ancient worſhip in Rome, 
« and of ſimilar name, $£MoNnT $anco,F fre- 
« quently mentioned by the old writers; as 
« the inſcription itſelf, dug up, about two 
« ache from the ruins on that y 
"© Vid [An Yan bases Simani Mayo eres. 
Diſſert. Middhe. TS 225 
+ Cancer, as Diana af a a0 of the old 
Sabines, whom ſome "called Ba dri (vid; Dieayf. 
Hal. Antiq. Mb. II. cap. Mui Wb! IV. cap tenz) and 
the Romans Dewn Fidium. And Semoner; ſignified: the 


fame as Huitea, demigods, or heroes deified. . Livy 
mentions a chapel of Semo Sancus in Rome to whom 


the goods of certain enemies were conſecrated. — Bona 
Semoni Sanco cenfuerunt conſecranga : quodgue arris ex eis 


redactum 4, an Mr lo fe dar, 


verſus Aden Quirin. Liv. bb. VIII. cap. xx. 


= cc 


* $44 {x yk ” 
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« place, or little iſland, which on de. 
bean, has clearly demonſtrated. . 

The obſervation of Dr. Jortin 0 
circumſtance i is too remarkeble. to be paſſed 
over. \ 

ll ſhalt not,” forks he; cc de as 
« v indication of Juſtin concerning the cele- 


te brated ſtatue erected to Simon Magus: 1 
« am inclined to think that he was -wiftaken, 


es and that the proud Romans would never 


« have deified a Samaritah knave, and a 
«ſtrolling magician. It ſeems more pro- 
« bable that they would have ſent him to the 
« houſe of correction, or have beſtowed 
& tranſportation upon him, or a Alone doublet 


« ſooner than a Patue. Dr. Thirlby, who 


« pleads Juſtin' 8. cauſe, concludes thus: f 
t quis autem erat quid de bac re ipſe ſentiam, 


& patroni me pPotius quam judicis Partes egiſſe, 


cc e non "py 5 N N non tam 


'. SENIONT SANCO DEO FIDIO SACRUM, Kc. 


| Gruter, vol. I. p. xcvi. 5. where there are ſeveral 
more inſcriptions to the fame . Dal theſe 0 are 


be =p. 209 a 


4117 cli | 'I - 
cc veritatis 


* wt 


a veritatic_gratia, "quam" Juin ditiſſ; cus 
ee mibi cum editione defenſio ex veteri more"neceſ- 
t ſario fuſcipienda erat, &c. It is eaſy enough 


« to KNOW WHAT THIS MEANS, though ſome 
(ce perſons have m ea ſhiſt to eee | 


_ LY 


MF Jortin's Rem. on Eccl. Hiſt. vol. II. p. 159, 166. 
The words of Dr. Thirlby may be thus rendered; F 

If any one ſhould inquire what are my private fenti- 
* ments on this ſubject, I cannot help acknowledging 
that I haye acted the part of a patron rather than that 
ce of a judge; and that, what I have ſaid, has been nor 
« fo much for the ſake of trath, as for the fake of Juin, 
« whoſe defence I was RE to undertake, 8 
te the old cuſtom of editors.” | 

Dr, Jortin (p. 160—163) aca for Juſtin, by 
producing inſtances of men as worthleſs as Simon who 
had been deified about the time when Juſtin wrote, or 
. not long after; ſach as Alexander, Peregrinus, 'Nerylli- 


nus, and Epiphanes. But this is, at the beſt, a lame 


defence; as Dr. Jortin himſelf ſeems to be convinced; 

elſe he would not have ſaid, “ any one thinks theſe 
70 examples tend to ſupport Juſtin, they are at his ſer- 
« vice. Dr. Thirlby, when I once mentioned them to 
« him, thought them obſervable, and fit to be produced 
** on this ſubject.“ If Dr. Jortin could have ſpoken 
with confidence, his lan guage would not have been quite 


o cold. | 
After 


might be handed about among the chriſtians, 
at the period when Juſtin wrote, makes little 
difference; his eredulity being ſuch as ren- 
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Aſter the production of theſe inſtances; 


you will not, I am perſuaded, lay much ſtreſs 
on the argument which you draw. from the 


candour and honeſty of Juſtin, that the ap- 


peal which he makes to che Roman regiſters, 


concerning the cenſus, ſuppoſed to be taken 


at the birth of Chriſt, was the conſequence 


of his, having examined theſe regiſters, and 
actually found. them to bear — to 
what he aſſerts.“ 


© Indeed, is not the vega on. the 


| oppolite ſide ; and does it not appear highly 
probable, that one who was guilty *of ſuch 


obvious miſtakes, and betrayed ſuch an ex- 
ceſs of credulity in the moſt important caſes, 


ſhould alſo in the preſent, refer to ſpurious 


| records, or take for granted imaginary ac- 
counts? Whether therefore the forgery which 
bears the title of the acts of Pilate, or an 


erroneous regiſter of the cenſus: in queſtion 


of vid. on the Mi. Cone. p 72-75. 


dere 


"ge Fs 


dered bim vapable; of 'admittiog any thing, 


be it ever ſo abſurd, provided it had a ten- 


dency to ſupport what he imagined to be 


the cauſe of the goſpel, © 
But we ſhall have no. occaſion- for pre- 


ſu mptive ene when facts GR 
ſpeak fo plainly, 


village in the diſtri of Judea,—in which 
ce Jeſus Chriſt was born; as you may learn 
« from the regiſters, (or cenſus) which were 


« made in the time of Cyrenius (or Quirinus) 


tec mb cha- your firſt procurator in Judas. 


This he declares in an apology, addreſſed to | 


the emperor, Antoninus Pius, and to my 
Roman ſenate. 


On this paſlge Le cu makes the 661. 


| lowing remark. 


eyermbn Inoz;, os xa waur dune mx Tov axoypapus 
ran yevoueruy r Kam Ts bufleps u Isdn pol 
yevure eniory. Juſtin. Oper. p. 75. Cyrenius is 
PPA OR 
ſame event. | 


Juſtin ſays, « Bethlehem —is a certain 


EF 


5 n 
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3 Juſtin [confidently affirms that the Ro- 
mans might know from the cenfus made 


e under Cyrenius (that is P. Sulp. Quirinus) 
t 2pho <vas the firſt Roman procurator ( enipon 
ce in Judea, in what place Chriſt was born. 
It is certain that a cenſus of Judea was 


© taken under Quirinus: but this was ten 


« years after the birth of Cbriſ, and when 
« Judea was reduced to a Roman province, 
ec as may be learned from Joſephus.” “ 


* 


e But (proceeds Le Clerc) at that time 


Quirinus was governor of Syria, and 
« Coponius procurator of Judea, and con- 


« ſequently under the direction of Quirinus. 


« During the life and reign of king Herod, 


te there was no procurator of Judea, in the 


cc name of the Romans. But the time of 


« this cenſus under Quirinus, is marked out 


« wrong by Juſtin, from miſunderſtanding 


- '+* Clerici Hiſt. Eccleſ. p. 622. Le Clerc here refers 
to Joſeph. Ant. lib. XVII. cap. xv. 5 f. ib. XVIII. 
cap. i. & 1. To which may be added, TER 
ib, VII. cap. vii. 5 1. 


(3 ; be | cc the 
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« the paſſage in Luke (chap. ii. ver. a5 | 
cc where the mention _ it ne | 


* To this Le Clere adds, iow the 
* ſome very learned men who would not tranſlate gro- 
* curator by enilpon@- ; which is the word here uſed by 
« Tuſtin; becauſe in reality there was not a procurator of 
* Judea. But though there was not, Juſtin thought there 
* was, from his calling Quirinus wpeſoy erilpomoy: for 
( ** the extraordinary power which was veſted in the cen- 
e for of Judea, as it had no predeceſſor in Herod, ſo 
* alſo it had no ſucceſſor. The. firſt Roman exipon@- 
« was Coponius, who preſided over Judea when it was 
„made a province. Such miſtakes, though they do 
«© not affect the main argument, yet, if noticed by hea” 
*«« thens, might hurt the cauſe. of chriſtianity ; for ſome- 
times, on account of the moſt trifling errors, men 
« of bad diſpoſitions caſt contempt on the whole argu- 
"I though in other reſpects the moſt deſerving of 
„regard. No harm, however, can - reſult, if we con- 
. das ws: 
% commend ſuch errors. 
- Inp. 225, Le Clerc mentions 2 and, 
in order to reconcile the paſſage in Luke with hiſtarieal 
fact, tranſlates the veMe thus, This cenſus was, made Bx- 
FORE Quirinus was gepernor of Syria, uſing mph 8 


afclipa, as in John i, 15, 20. mpal@r wa m. 
| * 2 But, 


— — — — — 
— — — 2 
— = 


— —— IE RIG — ——— — — 
_ — — = 
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* 
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* examples which are brought to ſupport this interpreta- 


« of ſamething, in 


L 292. ] 
hp elated Antiquities is as 


| follows : IT 


The country over which Archelaus had | 
0 « reigned, A made GE and joined 


- 
4 


"699 8, hpphicale 20 the purpoſes as having 2 

immediately prefixed to the caſe it governs, which it 
is not in the preſent inſtance ; but that, it may juſtly be 
« affirmed, that xo perſon ever did or could imaging the 
« interpretation deviſed, who had not previouſly beard of an 


_ * inconfiftency which the obvious interpretation bore to the 


** report of the Jeroiſb hiftorian, and who var wet in qu 
the way of explanation, which might 
r reconcile them.” (Campb. on the Goſpels, vol. II. 

P- 521.) Indeed is the paſſage Greek, according to this 


| ens 


That ire) re; Tapes Kaye is to be taken 


abſolutely, is evident alſo from a ſimilar phraſe in the 
beginning of the following chapter; Hysuoreval®- Hohe 


Laas Th; Isdaias, &c. where the ſame mode of expreſ- 
fon, and the ſame conſtruction are both uſed. So alſo 
Acts xviti. 12. Taxuur@- arwuralworl®@r ve Axaias, is 
another, conftrudtion of the ſame kind. Indeed common 
| | > = % 'S 


— 


10 1 


« to that of Syria, Caſa ſends thither Che-. 


te njus, a man of conſular dignity, 70 9 


« the property in Syria, and diſpoſe of the 
ce houſe of Archelaus.” ib. XVI. ca xv. | 


K 
«-Cyrenius, arefitellucdii with a mall 
« nomber of men into Syria, being ſent 'by 
« Czſar, to be judge of the nation, and 
R x7 Þ err in it. 
«With 


50 hat hero norte eg Le cee. e. | 
tion. (See alſo Campbell, p. g)) 
| imagine the words . 
[ne img but this, as being a mere conjecture wo | 
ſupport x hypotheſis, is hardly deſerving of attention. 
In order therefore to render Lulte conſiſtent with Joſe- 

phus, Dr. Campbell ſuppoſes eyniſo to ſignify raf ,,; 
but this is a forced, and, I may venture to ſay, an ll | 
ſupported interpretation. The paſſages adduced are 
Matt. v. 18. tug" ay Tails fwd. vi. 10. e T6 
dnn on (i xxvi. 42. and Luke i: 2.) Lake xxl. 42. 
Adu ke, ca To om emo. Matt. win. 19. 
yrmotla ale, Cor. 1xv. 54. rd veel oy, 
ö veypaẽ¼ Bot in all theſe the meaning of the 
word is to happen, 'to be, or to come to paſt ; which, though 
« By 1 OO 
T3 hs, 


„1. 
ha With him is ſent. Coponivs, of Equeſtrian | 
« rank, to govern Judea with abſolute au- 
« thority. Cyrenius then came into Judea, 
e which was now become an appendage to 
« Syria, in order 10 afſeſs the property of the 
« country, and to ſell the effects of Arche- 
« lays. © And the Jews, though, at firſt, 
i they could hardly bear the name of the 
« enrollment, yet ſubmitted, &c.— But] udas 
« Gaulonites and the Sadducees oppoſed it, 


ofe2, yet it does not follow that this is the expreſſion by 
which it ought to be grammatically interpreted. The 
whole /5/tem ideas which a word contains, in the con- 
' mexion in which it is placed, and the ſimple naked meaning. - 
of that word conſidered fingly and in ig, are two very 
different things. In the paſſages here quoted by Dr. 
Campbell, ambiguity is prevented by the nature of the 
St. Luke, neither one nor the other is the caſe. The 
maxim therefore on which ſound cruiciſm would proceed, * 
in ſuch a eaſe, is. to take the natural meaning of the 
word, preferably ta one ſo far fetched, and difficult to 

be aſcertained. Is not Dr. Campbell's own remark 
. "verified here againſt him? Ir may be july affirmed, that | 
20 penſon could imagine the interpretation _ deviſed, who was 
Wat Vue Kn to reconcile incon/ftencies ? 

* calling 


"of 


word - for 10 afſeſs is arch; | in the ſe. 
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waa the aſeſiment little better than down- 125 
cc right ſlavery, &c. lib. XVIII. cap. i. 51. 
Cyrenius, having now diſpoſed of Arche- 


« laus's effects, and the aſſeſſments being 
te come to a period, which ook place in ibe N 
« thirty-ſeventh year after the' defeat of Antony, 

 « by Ceſar, at Aﬀtium, &c. (lib. XVIII. 

cap. ii. & 1.) Cyrenius is alſo called afſefſor 

(Dane of Judæa (lib. XX. cap. iv. 52. 

And, to add no more, in his Jewiſb war, 

ſpeaking of Eleazar, who held out againſt 
Flavius Silva, he ſays, in expreſs terms, hat 
ec this Eleazar was a deſcendant of Judas,” — Y 
| (Gavulonites) who had perſuaded ſeveral Y 
« of the Jews, as we have before mentioned, , - 

« to refuſe ' ſubmiſſion to the aſſeſſment or 

« enrollment, when Cyrenius was ſent as 

&« gfſeſſor into Judea. (Mn rated Tas AIIO- 

« IPADAE, Js K- TIMHTHE ag mw Ia, 


< ereuphn).” De Bell. Jud. lib. V. cap. 
vüi. 8 1. 


It is — of obſervation, chat in Is 
firſt and ſecond of theſe / paſſages, the 


74 _ 


4 4 . 
« * 
SF * 4 F * 


cond, and laſt, A ei is erpteſſed by a, 


and enrallment is anrypapes,, and. in the ſecond; 
afeſſment.is' and. In the third, aſſſinents 
is ann and i in the *. * "wm uſed is 
anoypapas.,. ©5 1103-3 
. They have al ale © ee tht 
and the ſame event. Can any doubt, then, 
be entertained, that thay all convey the ſame 
general meaning, but are uſed only to pre- 
vent a recurrence of the ſame terms? Par- 
N ticularly, in the ſecond. paſſage, where it is 
faid, Os n (the Jews) ray re nar” apxas 
Onporing Tyv ri rag aToypapar; l vrondlefuray — 
&cc. & fie arr. xpnuala, — Iadas fe, Sic, — neui 
eri ATW Goth, ru xi aroTiunoiy adey anno 1 anlupus dn 
eniPepery droits, &c.— can any thing be plainer, 
chan that avopapay and ardluuon, as they have 
the article prefixed, and are connected with 
adi, have all a reference to one and the 
ſame event? or, in the laſt inſtance, where 
Judas Gaulonites is repreſented as adviſing 
- the people tin mand Ta; avexpapas in the caſe = 
in which Cyrenius was. the Tyains, is it poſ-. 
ble chat two diſtant times or events ſhould 


GP 


c 


be meant? If there be any diſferebce es 


tween the two words amoypapn yo a and arme; e | | 


in 4 perſon's nume as à ſubject of turation, 
Ihbeſe paſſages therefore plainly determine 
the time of this cenſus. For the battle f 
Adtium happened (according to Le Clerc) 
thirty - one years before the vulgar Era, or 

twenty-ſeven years before the birth of Chriſt; 
of conſequence, the cenſus here referred toy 
muſt have taken place ien years after Chrift = 
was born, Ia this view nen e gx. THEY 


reference is manifeſtly erroneous/®. "BF 


Dr. Pearce, indeed, the late Bilbop of 
R pow town _ name” will be ever facred 


Aung w De: Star's Chodndtogy, Clit us 
ä Aopeiiges bem br 
But this makes little difference; for the time of the den- 
@s being after the depofition of Archelats, when Chriſt 
bad been born for Tome time; and the cenſus tentibried 
by st. Lale and referred to/ by ſult, Bag takes 
place zee the birth of Chrift; the inconfifiency is the 
re bop ee , Dory e er 
We nt that period, = nn 


. avg 
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among the friends of liberality and learning, 
adopting the interpretation of ap, given by 

Le Clere, is of opinion, chat Auguſtus, in 
conſequence of 'Herod's miſconduct, * in- 
< tended to tax Herod's kingdom, and make 
« it tributary; but that his good nature 
« ſuſfered him to go no farther than an 
cc enrollment; Herod having, after two em- 
« haſſies ſent to Auguſtus without effect, 
« found out a method of pacifying him by a 
te third.” That this is the enrollment refer- 
te red to by St. Luke.” And that Joſephus 
4 has aftually taken notice of ie; e 
e W. 


* 2 
A 
. ; o b - 


| F 8 vol. I. p. 307, 308. Who 
* had the care of the enrollment, it is no where ſaid, 
« though it is likely, that it was Sentius Saturninus (or 
« ſomebody deputed by him, who, according to. Joſe- 
«« phus, was then governor of Syria. . Ant. lib, XVII 
« chap. i. 41,” p. 308. Tertullian ſays ee 
(Adr. Marcion. hb. IV. chap. Xx. p, 433. 
Rigalt.) Cs a dads 
Judas per Saentium' Saturninum, apud quos genus ejus 
« (Chriſt) — ray £1 


MW r 8 
— bet 5 
dee eee 


Dr. Pearce regards it as founded. . 

<« Joſephus, » lays be, « afier-he had fd 
ce that Cyrenius came into Judea andhunooun®: 
ce oullay Ta; eoiagy fo tax their ſubſtance, adds, 
© zi xenrep r nat” apxas ev Turn Pepoies Tw em rang 
e aroypapa axpoair, ir ru eg M erailueoda, 
6b 72 i. e. The Jews, though in the begin» 

ning they were much . diſturbed at the report | 

& by that they were to be taxed) when be 
« enrollments were made, yet they forbore for a 
« while to oppoſe it (i. e. the tax when laid) 
” any farther, by the perſuaſion of Jaazar. the 
' « bigh prieft, Ce. In five different places 
« where he ſpeaks of what Cyrenius then did, 


« he uſes the word anxdlunoi;, or and, or am- = 


cada; but never awo7apnor awoypaſay except 
«in this. place, and in Bell. Jud. vii. 8, 1, 


$2442: 


| from Jokyhas Jt ces, as h e win ms Bt 
time. This therefore is a mere gratis aſſiiniption to 
reconcile the account of the ſuppoſititious Luke with hiſ- 
tory. | Thengh-0n0y 3 "0h: ns IN 


ce where 


b 


« where" 1 ſuppoſe it to be the enrollment. 
made ten years before, for this very reaſon ; 
« and becauſe the aweypapy mentioned by 
Luke muſt have been a diſtin& thing from 
te what Cyrenjus undertook upon Archelaus's 
being depofed. Thus, I think, with the 
4 help of the former note this great difficulty 
among the learned about reconciling Luke 
«and Joſephus $ is ſufficiently removed. 
But theſe obſervations: will, J think, be 
completely obviated, if it be conſidered, | 
I. That Joſephus would never content | 
himſelf with merely an obſcure reference to ſo 
| important an event as that of a cenſus, 'on 
which another ſtill inore important depended, 
dut would certainly have given an accurate 
account of it. Now it is not even pretended 
chat any ſuch, account is to be. found in his 
whole hiſtory: The only one, which bears 
any reſemblance to it, is the relation which 


2 Ban wh, * the e notios 


2 4 &: 


ebay . ibid. p. 308, , 
0 took 
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bool 10 Quar- und Herod.* An dieh way + 
different thing from a cenſus, and can have 


no connexion with ci -n or awrypapn. Be- 
ſides, it does not appear from the paſſage 
that it was an oath taken at the time when 
the events, recorded in this chapter, hap- 
pened; but is introduced as an incidental 
remark, in order to illuſtrate a circumſtance 
in Herod's conduct to the Phariſees, and if 
not referable to the oath of allegiance at che 
beginning of his reign, may perhaps relate to 
the circumſtances of Herod's return to whe 


„ Amiquit. lib. XVII. bay. ü. . 5. 753. ea. | 
Hudſon. In which paſſage the hiſtorian mentions © the | 
Phariſees as having refuſed to take the oath of allegiance 
to Cæſar and Herod, when the reſt of the Jews conſented 
« to it; that having been fined on this account, and the 
c fine having been paid by the wife af Pheroras, they 
had prediQed the abolition of Nero's government, and 
the ſucceſſion of Pheroras's family. Which being told 
« Herod, he put to death the moſt criminal of the Phari- 
* ſees,” Kc. By which paſſage it plainly appears that 
the vath here referred ta, was prior to the time of the 
connexion between Antipater and Pheroras, ann 
ee | ; 


 falew, 
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diam aſter viſiting Agrippa, by whom, the 
Jews were confirmed in their cuſtoms and 
privileges, at the ſuggeſtion of Herod: the 
nevs of which being communicated to them, 
in an aſſembly, called by him on purpoſe; 
they returned home with great joy, praying 
many bleſſings to the king.“ Or, which ſeems 
the'moſt' probable, it points at an event related 
in the fifteenth bock, f in which it is faid, 
that Herod, in conſequence of his tyrannies 
and ſuſpicious temper, appointed ſpies to 
watch the conduct of his ſubjects and that 
he himſelf frequently went in diſguiſe among 
them, in order to know their ſentiments and 
5 deſigns; and that he ſeverely puniſhed the 
moſt refractory; * the reſt he thought to 
« bring by oaths to fidelity; and compelled 
ec them bound by ſuch oaths to promiſe that they © 
cc would preſerve their fore. cafe bis ur. 


3 Anti · lib. xvl. cap. ii. $ 5. o & (isla) 7» 
* xaplh neu Ty berg deh Hh Nl, eta cn, auc. 
Napas, WOE αHν Mοuνẽᷣi TH BaTiMEi. 


a, + lib, XV. es 
4 ; ce ment. 


- 


but they neither 
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— Moſt, through reſpect diem 
ce yielded to his demands.——He wiſhed alſo 


0 to perſuade Pallio the Phariſee, Sameas, 


to fevear allegiance ; 5 
ed, nor were puniſhed 
in the fame manner as others who had 
10 refuſed, on account of the reſpect in which 


cc. and moſt of their 


« Pollio was held.“ With this paſſage it 


? Ae 3 


ſeems to have a cloſe connexion. 

Indeed to whichſoever of theſe events it re- 
bers nay, even if it refers to neither of them, 
makes little or no difference: ſince it is 


plain, that at any rate, it cannot, without 


LT 
* 
. 


. the greateſt force, have the leaſt relation th 6 
cenſus.* 


II. It is a mere En PS, Gum to 


account for a difficulty. _ . 


III. The fenke of the vali is wt ik 
as Biſhop Pearce gives. Em Tai awoypapas 
does not ſignify, whey. the enrollments were 


+ Dr. Ls hd at Ses Credi- 


bility, ap. works, vol. I. p. 278. &c. "And in reply, 

Prieſtl. Hiſt. of Earl, Op. vol. IV. p. 127, 128. which 

is tho Gene as Theol, Repel. vol, V. p. 93+ ; 
made; 


5 f L 394 ol 3 
25 . but concerning the -emrollments. * 
That «mi has this meaning, wilt be evident to 
any one who will take the trouble to exa- 
tnvigithen-Hock + or Vigerus. T 

And IV. That, on compariſon of the 
| pallages-abake quoted, they all throw light 
reer, if they be ſuppoſed to refer 
to ove and the fame event; but are full of 
obſcurity, on any other ſuppoſition. 
Thus, therefore, I think, it is evident, 
that hiſtorical fa& is indonſiſtent both with 
the reference made by Juſtin VN . 
eee | 
6.02 aol ie 1 404 27 


Ty gen tas oeefpabas axjoarm is rendered by 
Kaas vel nomen deſeriptionis wrong, as I ſhould 
judge; but if right, it will not benefit Dr. Pearce's 
CE nr Pos. 
© 7 —ο Interp. Græc. N. T. p. 243. i 
t De Idiotifn. Grec. p. e 


| U Lenne help regarding the following obſervations, 
as ji dici gs 4 „„ 13 
” ee That there wei tolls of the number of citizens or 


r freemen in each province, laid up for ſome time in the 


. TOY ann, But 
_ there | | 


— 


| 9 If. © 

none latter however be an interpolation, 
the weight of theſe remarks will lie upon 
Juſtin alone, At the ſame time thus much 
will | 


«+ therw is np arent qR6pöñ that ever fa thanks 

nor likelihood that they might have had the fight and 
_ « ſearching of them, to find the name of any particular 
<« perſon, if they had defired ic. If any chriſtian | 


had ever ſeen them, and had ſeen our Lord's name, 


* Tefus, regiſtered, as the fon of Joſeph - and Mary, 
<« born. in ſuch a year of Auguſtus, and had declared to 
© his fellow-chriftians fach his account; this- had at once 
<< ended all diſputes and miſtakes ; and all chriſtians after 
that would have agreed in one account. Whereas-we 
e fee, on the contrary," that thoſe: few of the ancients - 
*. that about one hundred and fifty or two hundred years 
— ——— 
« fered very much.” 
. gueled thar there were then, 
« remaining in the emperor's cuſtody ſuch rolls, which 
— might, if they pleaſed; fearch ; but it does not 
* follow, that any one that would, might ſeurch them ; 
* much leſs that any kad ſearched them upon this ac- 
« count. And the ſaying of Tertullian imports no more. 
«« He ſpeaks of them as of rolls, which one might ſup- 
_ * poſe to be kept in the Roman archives;. not as though | 
de had ſeen them, or had any account of any one that 
$097 38 U | © had, 
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will be certain, that the interpolation muſt 
have been a very early one; and will natu- 
rally lead to this concluſion, that there may 


«« had; much leſs as though he knew what they contained 
concerning Clriſt's birth, or the time of it. Andy 
« indeed, if there were then any in being, and Juſtin 
« and he had been permitted to ſearch them; one of theſe 
e two would have ſearched in the time. of Quirinius, and 
e the other in the rolls of Saturninus. 

«To nbeb e of de eee 
« taken in their gueſſing that the names of particular 
«« perſons were ſet down in them. Suppoſe the names 
«« of every one, and the parents of every child, were ſet 
« down in the firſt copies drawn up in the ſeveral pro- 
« vinces; yet it is likely that in thoſe eopies ſent. to 
% Rome, and laid up there, there was recorded only the 
« number of perſons in each city, tribe, &c. and the 
value of the eftates. Elſe, the account of all the pro- 
arenen would have filled 
«« books too many for one houſe to hold. In ſhort, theſe 
«, rolls, if had been ſearched, might have given | 
* ſome light; ſince no body did ſearch them, neither 
| « did Irenzus (concerning whoſo evidence the author is here 
e ſpeaking) know, nor do we know, what was in them.” 
Wimme 
23511. | af if 


poll 


poſſibly be even now in the books of ſcrip- 


- 


ture, ſome paſſages which did not come , 
from the hands of the original. writers. 

This will be ſufficient to make the ſubject 
of my next, and laſt letter. Ne 
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LETTER VIL 


ON INTERPOLATIONS IN THE PRESENT COPIES OF 
THE NEW TESTAMENT. 
\ h 


Ir would, 1 ackhowledge, be a ſtrong pre- 
ſumption in favour of the authenticity of the 
paſſages which have given occaſion to the 
preſent controverſy, if theſe were the only 
ones on which ſuſpicion had fallen. But 
there are many more, which, by an accurate 
compariſon of Mſs. have been found to be 
ſpurious, and ſome others, perhaps, which, 
though we have the concurrent ſuffrage of 
all the copies, may not unjuſtly be reckoned 
as of the ſame character. 

Of the latter ſort give me leave to men- 
tion one which has a reference to the very 
event ſpoken of in the preceding letter; and 

| | © indeed 


L 399 ] 9 
indeed affords an additional confirmation that 
the taxing alluded to, was the ſame as that 

which Joſephus mentions. 

It is in the latter part of Gamaliel's 
ſpeech, in Acts v. 36, 37. in which he is 
made to ſpeak of an event, the inſurrection 


of Theudas, which did not occur till ſeveral = 


years after Gemaliel was dead; and to repre- 
ſent it as prior to that of Judas, which took 
place above twenty years, before Gamaliel | 
could have made this ſpeech;* The words 
which I regard as interpolated, may be ealily 
collected from their being incloſed in brac- 
kets in the following verſes. | 

« For, before thoſe days roſe up [Theu- 
* das boaſting himſelf to be ſomebody ; 10 whom | 
<« a number of men, about four hundred, joined 
ce themſeFves : who was fin; and all, as many 


* See Joſeph. Art. Jud. lib. XVIII. cap. i. 6 1, 6. 
lb. xx. cap. iv. $ 1, 2. De Bell. Jud. lib. II. cap. vii. 
5 2. Beza and Biſhop Pearce labour hard to reconcile 
Joſephus and this paſſage ; but very little to the ſatiafac- 
tion of an intelligent reader; as may be fron by contunt- 
IR GLEN | 


U 3 « ag 
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8 were ſcattered, 2 | 
5 . 10 nought. After tbis man, 'roſe 1p] Judas 
.  « of Galilee, in the days of the taxing, and 

drew away much people after him,“ be 

« alſo periſhed, and all, even as many as 

ec obeyed him were diſperſed.” 

| By rejecting the clauſe thus incloſed, the 
whole paſſage will be juſt, and agreeable 
both to the | hiſtory of the times, and the 
character of Gamaliel. 
Of much the ſame kind is one which has 
crept into the laſt declaration of Chriſt againſt 
the Jews, in which he appears to ſpeak of 
them, as having been the murderers of a 


perſon, who did not die before the ſiege of — 


Jeruſalem. The paſſage is in Matt. xxiii. 
35. and Luke xi. 51. In the former of 
which places, the following words appear to 
me to be interpolated, _ 


8b, in the original; which ought to be tranſ- 
lated, both be periſped, and all, even as many as obeyed him, 
&c. by which means the whole verſe will preſerve a 


From 


1 3n J „ 
oo the blood of righteous Abel, to the _ . 
of Zacharias, the ſon of , Barachias, whom ye 
mne *e 
And in the latter; 2 Ro 
From the blood of Abel, unto the Mood of 
Zacharias, which periſhed ume the altar 
and the temple. 
It is certain, that no a madd 


biäeen found out to clear St, Matthew and 


St. Luke, if theſe paſſages came from them, 
from the charge of a moſt palpable anachro- 


niſm, in this place. For, not only is the 


ſuppoſition, that the perſon meant here is 
Zacharias the father of John the Baptiſt, a 
merely unſupported conjecture; but it is 
highly improbable, that one ſo much re- 
ſpected, ſhould fall a ſacrifice to the fury 
of the people. And as to another Zacha- 
rias, the ſon of Jehoiada, (2 Chron. xxiv. 
40.) who was ſtoned to death in the court of the 
| houſe of the Lord, (ver. 21, 22.) by order of 
king Joaſh; the event ſeems! too remote 
from the time of Chriſt, for him to adduce 
it, in the manner in which he does this. 
e v4 Nor 
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Nor is it likely that he would mention the 


bloed of Abel, as coming upon the Fews, 
when they could neither be guilty of it, nor 
even acceſſory to it; the crime having been 
committed many ages before a Jew exiſted. 
Joſephus gives an account of a fact ſo 
nearby reſembling this, that 1 acknowledge 
myſelf much inclined to ſuppoſe, that ſome 
| early tranſcriber of the goſpels firſt inſerted 
it from him, in the margin; and that, in a 
ſhort courſe of time, there not being many 
copies then exiſting to enable a common 
reader to detect the error, it found its way 
into the text. The words of woas ar are 
remarkable indeed. 
Speaking of the violence which the Zelotæ 
had committed, he proceeds thus; * They 
ce therefore— being determined to kill Za- 
_ « charias the ſon of Baruchus— call toge- 
ther ſeventy of the common people who 


* De Bell. Jud. lib. IV. cap. v. 5 4. 


(+ faces with Bigotis YOON IO: 
Nom in det. | 


cc were 


1 2131 
« were indeed inveſted with the magiſtracy, 


ee but had no real power, and lay an aceu- 


* ſation againſt him—of  defign o bethay 


« the city to Veſpaſian-. An accufation 


« which was totally unſounded. But the 
_ « ſeventy acquitted him. — On which the 


FEelote raiſed a clamour,—and two of the 
« moſt daring fell upon Zacharias, and mur. 


« dered him in the middle of the temple.” © © 
1 cannot help being of opinion dt Um 


is the very event to which the paſſuges quo- 


concluſion to which we are led, is, that they 
are both ſpurious, and inſerted, perhaps, 


in the manner above- mentioned, aſter the 


time when Jeruſalem was taken. 


In the firſt chapter of the Acts alſo, tha 


appears to be a moſt manifeſt interpolation, 


in that part of St. Peter's ſpeech which re- 


lates to Judas's death; This is ſo inconſiſt- 
ent with the account which St. Matthew 
gives ch. xxvii. 3. that no art of criticiſm can 
reconcile them. 
che authorities which have been produced 


by 


I have myſelf examined all 


— 


[ 1 


by: Grotius, Pricaus, and Mr. Wakefield 
from the claſſical and other writers, in fa- 
vour of that ſenſe of aide in St. Matthew,“ 


which, may eſtabliſn the ſemblance of an 


agreement between the two writers, and can, 
from my own knowledge declare, that there 
is no foundation for any other, than the com- 
mon interpretation. Mr. Wakefield indeed; 
in a letter with which he favoured me, in 
reply to ſome remarks which 1 ſent him on 
this ſubject, acknowledges himſelf < inclined. 

* to abandon every inftance Whos: clafical au- 


+ See Wakefield's Silva Cridca, Cr. fl And. his © 
wikis on Mait, za. 5. The ſenſe which he puts upon 
 enmr/talls is, he wvas choaked awith grief. And the diſ- 
| order of which Judas died in 'conſequence of this grief, 
he repreſents to be a wiolent dyſentery. Dr. Scott on 
(Matt. xxvu.- 5.) adopts the common interpretation, 
and ſupports it by unanſwerable authorities. See alſo 
Whitby. The ſentiments of Priceus may be ſeen in 
Snicer's Theſaurus (vol. I. p. 407, 408. ſub voc. 
awdyxd.) who has alſo given a fair exhibition of the 


different opinions of critics and divines on this ſubject. | 


This work of Suicer's deſerves to be better known than 
a for its full of moſt learned informatign. 


N 


« pbority ; 


"T7 


[3s 1 
ce « thority ;" and adheres to his interpretation, 
on the principle. of conſdering Matibem as 4 
Jew, and theimportant ſalution w0bich wouldreſult 
from it. Which indeed is taking the whole 
point for granted, that the two hiſtories are 
reconcileable; and not explaining a hiſto- 


rical fact, by the plain meaning of the words 


in which it is related, but aſſuming the fact, 
and making this the meaning of the paſlage, | 
contrary to every inſtance and _— 
which may be producer. : 
| TI would therefore regard, n 
tion, the following verſes; | 

Now this man purchaſed a field with the 
reward of iniquity ; and, falling headlong, he 
burſt aſunder in the midſt, and all his bowels _ 
guſhed out. And it was known unto all the 
dwellers at Jeruſalem ; inſomuch as that field i 2 
called in their proper tongue, Aceldama, that is 

10 ſay, the field of blood. Acts i. 18, 19. | 
The verſes, of conſequence ſhould be thus 
connected; (v. 16, 17, 20.) 
Men and brethren, this ſcripture muf needs 


hev br fled, which the boy rhef bythe 
| mouth 
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mouth of David ſpake before, concerning Judas, 
| which was guide to them that took Feſus. ¶ For 

be was numbered with us, and had obtained 
' part of this miniſtry.) For it is written in the 
book of Palms, let bis babination, &c. In 
the application of which prophecy, St. Peter 
refers, not to the manner. of Judas's death, 
but to the vacancy which it neceſſarily occa- 
ſoned i in the apoſtolic office.“ | 

i Theſe, however, you will tell me, are 

my own conjectures only; and may, per- 
haps, call upon me to produce inſtances of 
interpolations ſtill continued, in the common 

text of the New Teſtament, and againſt the 

authenticity of which ſufficient evidence may 


e It is with ſincere ſatiefaQion, that 1 find myſcif 
ſupported in this remark by ſo worthy and able a divine 
as biſhop Pearce; who on the eighteenth verſe fays 

_ exprefaly;; «© theſe ſeem not to be the words of Peter, 
2 % 
t the AA. of the Apoſtles.” | | 

I cannot help thinking that this remark though referred 
to the eighteenth verſe only, was intended to reach alſo 
to the nineteenth; becanſe they are both connected 
togetber, and if the eighteenth be ſuſpicious,. the nine- 

„ * | 


| BP 

be. produced. bs theſe therefore, you may 

take the following as « ſpecimen. WK 

Matt. vi. 13. For thin ia the glam, an 

| the power, and the glory, for eur: Amen. -. 
This text, though continued in our 2 

n e e n New Teſtament, is 


not to be found in the Cambridge MS. 


(which I cannot help regarding as of equal 
antiquity with the Alexandrian, and conſi- 
dered as being much interpolated, of greater 
authority in thoſe places where important 
omiſſions occur) nor, according to Dr. Mill, 
in the, Vatican; ne e and 
eight others. 

This is, odd a mall an. PRs 
pared with all the extant Mis. of the goſpels; 
yet, added to the circumſtance, that this 

text is found in none of the earlier Greek or 
12 fathers; nor in the Latin, Arabic, or 
- Saxon verſions; nor even in the goſpel of 
St. Luke, in which the ſame prayer occurs ; 
Nee an agree. of, Hae 


neſs.* 


„be Alexandrian, 'Ephrem, Boreel and Cotton 
Mſs. are defeQtive in this part of ſcripture. 80 
3 


* 


| | en 
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So, Matt. xxiii. 14. Vo unto you, ſcribes 
and phariſees; bypocrites 3 for ye devour wi- 
 dows. houſes, and for a pretence. make long 
| Prayers; therefore ye A receive the. e 

dammation. © 
This verſe is not found a ie Cambridge 
MS. Stephens's Eighth, Reuchlin's, or two 
others. It is wanting in moſt of the good 
Latin copies, as alſo in the Saxon and 
Arabic, according to Mill and Bengelius; 
and it is placed before v. 13. by five very 

old Mſs. the Syriac,” three Arabic, the Cop- 
tic and Ethiopic verſions. It is therefore 
rejected from the text by Dr. Grieſbach, the 
lateſt and moſt accurate 2 of the New 
Teftament Mis. | 

Matt. xxv. 13. Watch therefore, 15 ye 
know neither the day nor the hour, [in 
whith the ſon of man cometh.) © 
The words incloſed in brackets are want- 
ing in · all the beſt and moſt ancient Mis. 
Accordingly, they are rejected from the text 


(wy 1 


Matt. xxxvii.” 35.” That-it might- adn. 
which was ſpoken by' the prophet, they parted 
my garments among them, and upon my" veſture 
did ibey caſt lots: This is wanting almoſt - 
univerſally in the moſt approved and ancient 

Mſs. as well as the beſt verſions. Grieſbach 
has therefore thrown this out of the tent. 
Luke ix. 55, 56. But he turned, and 
rebuked them, [ and /aid, ye know- nat what 
is not come to deftory men's lives; but to ſave 
them.) and they went to another village. 
The paſſage included in brackets is:want- 
ing in ſix of the oldeſt Mis. extant; beſides 
twenty - five others; (ſeveral of which are of 
great antiquity) the Saxon, and the Ethiopic 
verſions, ſeveral of the ancient Latin copies ; 
and ſome of the fathers. Wetſtein, who 
believes it genuine, ſays, that © it was eraſed 
« by the orthodox, to prevent the Marcio- 

« nites From ag of it.“ Beza 


? \ On nleni bee whim Adden, ne. Marclonite | 
de ew © ES: Wetſtein in loc. 


| 


| 30 1 


found in-waming is foe ancient 2þ6.* . And A 
Ctapwlenſis (ſays Bengelius, f) affirms that it 
occurs neither in the ancient Latin, nor in the 
Greek MS, copies. This indeed is exagge- 
rated ; for there are ſome Ms. which contain 
it. Theſe are however few. and of little 
ere ſuch a concurrence as is 
here exhibited. In conſequence of this, 
- Gtrieſbach has rejected it; and I fear, not- 
withſtanding the fine ſentiment which it con- 
tains, its ene can oy * ſup- 
ported, 
There 78 great re to ſulpe allo Luke 
at act to be inauthentic. At leaſt it 
| mama 1 — 
Mt ein baus ore wii (7194 
210 fi „ Vide Ben. in loe. 15 
I Benget./in loc. Matthai (in loc.) ate 66 


D it to be wanting in 
nine of his Mſs He had thirty-one Greek MS. copies 


of St. Luke. 

ee ov A ES A GORE ow, 
ftrengtheuing him. And being in an agony, he prayed more 
neee, 
Wee e ethane 7902. | 


/ ; 5 
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twelve 


. 1 


wle ders! ten of which- being lectiom- 4: 
ries, it can ſcarcely be ſuppoſed that they 


would be without this remarkable part of 
ſcripture. || Beſides which; it is marked as” 
ſuſpicious, in the Baſil MS. which is abour 
a thouſand years old, and in two others. 
Epiphanius ſpeaks of it as wanting in ſeveral 
Mſs. in his time; as do Jerom and Hilary 
of ſeveral both Latin and Greek in theirs; 
the ſame teſtimony is given by Photius, 

Anaſtaſius, Iſaac Catholicus, and Nicon, Wo 
charge the Armenians with having eraſed it.? 
This, however, is a ridiculous accuſation ; 
and can ſcarcely be proved on any ſect of 
heretics. If theſe verſes be ſpurious, a great 

difficulty will be removed, which has hung 
like a dead weight on this oy of the eran- 
gelical hiſtorx. . 

In John v. 3, 4. if we may credit ſeveral 

good Miſs. and verſions, there is a conſider- 
able interpolation, the following words being 


* Vide Wetſtei in loc; ps 
> of Water. 


inauthentic: waiting for- the —_— 91 3 


4.06] 
 twater. For an angel went down at à certain 
ſeaſon into the pool, and troubled the water, 
whoſoever then firſt after the troubling of the. 
water, ſtepped in, was made whale of what ate 

ever diſeaſe he bad. | 

Hence therefore 1 8 that oo * 
ſubſequent verſes, thoſe words alſo are ſpuri- 
ous, which are included in brackets. 

When Jeſus ſaw him lie, and knew that 
* had been now a long time in that caſe, 
he ſaith unto him, [wilt thou be made whole ? 
The impotent man anſwered him, Sir, I have 
no man, when the water is troubled, to put me 
into the pool; but, while I am coming, another 

feppeth down before me. Jgſus ſaith unto bim] | 
riſe, take up thy bed, and walk. 

So John vi. 4. ( And the paſſover, a feaſt of the 
Jews, was nigh ) which is referred to by Dr. 
Prieſtley,* as being interpolated in the word 
naoxa (paſſover ) and the whole of which (he 
ſays) is regarded by - Biſhop Pearce as ſpu- 
rious ; is demonſtrated by the latter to be 


ben. Rep. vol. IV. P. 27. Hiſt of ban. Op. 
PET PORE: 5 
ſo 


, CF: 
ſo by ſuch reaſons as may afford a good 
method of determining the authenticity of 
ſeveral other paid both- in eee and 
profane writers. * 

« There does not (fs he*) ſeem to by 
ce any reaſon for the evangeliſt's inſerting this 
c verſe, nothing in this chapter baving any 
« relation to the feaſt of the paſſover, or to any 
ce other of the Jewiſh feaſts. G. J. Voſſius, 
« and Mr. Mann (De Anno emortuali 
« Chriſti, p. 173.) are of: opinion, that the 
: word Taoxa is an interpolation; and I 
think that the whole verſe is ſo; becauſe in 

ce chap. v. 1. mention is made of a "FEAST | 
 ® (probably the feaſt of Pentecoſt) and in chap. 
c vii. 2. of -the feaſt of tabernatles,. between 
& TO. two, 0 feaſt appointed by the law of 
ofes intervened. . It does not appear, from. 
a * evangeliſt s account, that Jeſus was pre- 
« ſent at 4 feaſt of the paſſtver here mentioned ; 
te and yet it ſeoms probable, that he, who 
0 en eee 4 nt 1 


5 N 8 9 
* Pearee's Comment vol. . P- 499- note A. 
X 2 « geen 


r 
© been abſent from a feaſt of the paſſover wbich . 
(as is here ſaid) war then nigh at band.” 
I make no doubt therefore that this verſe 
is an Interpolation, —_— it is e in * 
ene 
Acts viii, 37. tnd Phill faid, if thou hs 
arc with all thine brurt, thou mayeſt. And 
he anfwered and ſaid, I believe that. w—_— 
Chrift.is the Jan of G "Wy N 
This verſe is wanting in Ar de Mk. 
among which are the moſt ancient; nor does 
it occur either in the oldeſt Syriac, the Ara- 
© bic publiſhed by Erpenius, the Coptic, or 
Ethiopic verſions, or in the Latin copies 
prior to the Vulgate. . And of fifteen Greek 
Mks. collated by Matthiti,* thtee-only con- 
tain-this verſe. Grizſbach' has rejected it, as 
ſpurious, Feen is which he Nn 
e right. Lg 
Acts ix. 546. And he id who art thou 
Lond 2 And the Lord: aid, I am Jeſus, 
hom thou perſecuteſt: {#43 hard for thee 
to kick againſt the pricks. And he Fenn 


N nee. 10 


and 
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and aſtoniſbed, ſuid, Lord, what ' wilt "tho 
have me'to do? And the Lord ſaid unto bim, 

evan ahem | 
told thee what thou muſt do. 

The clauſes contained within ities are 

not found either in the Alexandrian, Ephrem, 
or Bede's MS. (which laſt, as being greatly 
interpolated, is'of the more authority in its 
omiſſions ; and is beſides near one thouſand 
two hundred years old) nor in forty-one other 
M6. quoted by Wetſtein ; now)the whole 
number of Wetſtein's Mis. of this part of 
ſcripture, is only ſixty-two ; of the remain 
ing | eighteen, - the Cambridge and : ſeven 
— are deſective here, the Coiflinian is 
only a fragment of Acts ix. 24. 25. and the 
other nine ate either modern, or unexamined. 


To which may be added, that Matthei, in 


his collations of this paflage, ſays, that not 
one of his Mſs. (and theſe were fourteen) 
contains it. It is not found in the old Syriac, 


copies before Jerom: and in the latter Syriac 
5 is plainly faid, in the margin, that it does 
X 3 not 


Erpenius's Arabic, Coptic, nor in the Latin 


„„ 
not occur in the Greek copies of this part of 
the ſcripture. So that its ſpuriouſneſs is 
ſufficiently proved. To the word ariſe, 
ſhould, | however, be prefixed but (ava) 
which is found in all theſe Mis. And thus 


| Grieſbach reads. , 


Acts xx, 27. Feed the church of Gov, 

wich he hath purchaſed with his awn blood. 
The word God is inſerted here, contrary 

to the authority of the beſt and moſt eminent 
Mis. and verſions, which read the Lord, (ops) 
meaning Jeſus Chriſt. And Wetſtein ſays 
expreſsly ;* that *“ the reading den (God) 
« which is commonly received, (and which 
te is indeed taken from the editions of Com- 
« plutum, Eraſmus, and Stephens, the ſour- 
« ces of all the preſent editions) was found 
ec by the Complutenſian editors in no Greek 
« Mſs. by Eraſmus, in one only, by Ste- 
« phens, in one only; if in any ; by Benge- 
te livs in one; by himſelf in one; and by 
Mill, perhaps in none; but at the utmoſt, 


| * Teſt, Grzc. vol. II. p. 396. 
7 ens + «in 
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te jn one or two; and that not one of thaſs 
« Mk. is either ancient, or nearly ſo. 
Of the ancient Mis. which contain the 
Acts, four read of the Lord, one, of the Lord 
and of God ; (h and the other two 
are defective in this place.“ 
 Ephel. iii. 9. God, who created all things 
by Jeſus Chriſt. In this verſe, the words by 
Feſus Chriſt are a manifeſt interpolation ; 
for they are. wanting in the Alexandrian, 
Ephrem, Clermont, Augian and Boernerian 
Ms, which are all of high antiquity, as well 
as in two others; they do not occur in the 
older Syriac (in the latter Syriac they are 
marked as ſuſpicious) in Erpenius's Arabic, 


* Dr. Williams (on Matthew ub. ſup. p. 17—19.) 
has given very good reaſons for ſuppoſing alſo 1 Cor. 
xvi. 22. to be ſpurious. Indeed it diſplays, as he ſays 
juſtly, “a ſeverity and paſſion. in it, not entirely con- 
«« ſiſtent with the benevolent ſpirit of the goſpel. Be- 
+ « ſides, it is introduced very unnaturally. — When St. 
«« Paul, at other times, is ſpeaking of the unbelieving. 
e Jews, who not only did not love, but greatly hated, 
« the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, he always expreſſeth tho | 
rb 


X 4 © _- _ 
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;Captic, Ethiopic, or Vulgate Latin 


verſions. Nor are they found in the ancient 


Italic, which is moſt 
. | of all verſions 
— 3 


: writ! 
23 


Baſil, Cyril, Theodoret, Auguſtine, V 
. igi- 


lius; or Pelagius. 
So that 
be eee to be ris Gre FOR 


* [ md 4 bat? 
alk Lito Wkly woes bits mas wbhhnitla 


| by the worthy Mr. Lindſey, in reckoning the 
common 


verſe of this — the 


- having Gri 
8 Grieſbach's edition of the New Teſtament alone 


before him. The 

which Grieſbach | 
TT 1 rn 
eee ene margin; which he always does 
pretation, 4 ew reading into bis text: The inter- 
taken from the readin fs 2 
andrian MS. ap N 2 l | 
3 
n means no more than “ the 
3 — ſurpaſſeth idea or conception.” St. 
hoop Me ys upon words, as he does here 1 
rad: Lindſey's ben deed ts the 

N p. 236, 237. 


coloſi 
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| Codoſt l. 14. eee e 
een [trough bi ld even de bis 
of ſins. 1 


found in the Alexandrian, Ephrem, Cler- 
mont, Saint Germain, Augian, or Boer- 
14 nerian; Mfs. which. are of the firſt authority 
and antiquity; they are wanting alſo in 
ihirty-one more, referred to by Grieſbach; 
and in en by Matthæi; they do not occur 
in the Syriac, Erpenius's Arabic, Coptic, 
Ethiopic, Vulgate, or old Italic verſionss 
nor were they known to Athanaſius, Baſil, 
Cyrill, Gregory Nyſſen, Chryſoſtom, Theo- 
doret, Damaſcenus, Theophilus, Victorinus, 
Auguſtin, Ambroſe, or Bede. On this ac- 
count mn bas eat them from ; 
| x Timoth ii. 16. | Gd was manife inthe 
fleſh. The word God has been interpolated 
here for who or which ( or 8). The Alex 


n bee Augian, Boernerian, and 


The words through bis deed, W 


11 
one more, read 5; the Clermont, and (ac- 
cording to Bengelius) the Boernerian itſelf, 
had ö for its original reading: the Vatican 
is without this epiſtle, the Saint Germain has 
not the five firſt chapters, and the Coiſliniaa 
has only from the ſeventh” to the fifteenth 
verſe. 80 that not one of the moſt ancient 
MSfs. reads Cod (%©>). All the later Mfc. 
adopt the common reading. None of the 
_ verſions, excepting the Arabic in Walton's 
Polyglot f read #©- (God) but all 55 or 6. 
es or nag 


„Alia manu et atramento extra e e Gita 
eſt in hoc codice (teſte Morino Exerc. p. 50.) litera O, 
et ambeſa paululum O, vt appareat Sigma, ſed præ- 
poſtera emendatio facile conſpi picitur. Mill. in loc. 
| p. 624. 1 
Ad Claromontanum quod attinet, primum Latina 
verſio, quæ inde ab antiquiſſimis temporibus conſtanter 
| g=od habebat, dubitare nos non finit, in codice hoc, qui 
a vetuſta Latina tranſlatione fere nunquam diſcrepat, ab 
initio 6 lectum fuiſſe. Deinde emendationis recentioris, 
qua ex O factum eſt O, indicia ſuperſunt, &c. Grieſ- 
bach. Præf. ad Epiſtol. p. 9. 
1 Erpenius's Arabic reads & 

| bs & With 
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er With the ancienter verſions (ſays Sir 
«Iſaac Newton“) agree the writers of the 
« firſt five centuries, both Greeks and Latius. 
« For they, in all their diſcourſes to prove 

ee the Deity of the ſon, never alledge this | 

ce text, (as I can find) as they would al! 
c haye done; (and ſome of them frequently,) 
c had they read, God was manife in ibe 
« fleſh ," and therefore they read . - Tertul- 
te lian (adverſus Praxeam) and Cyprian (ad- 
ce verſus Judæos) induſtriouſly cite all the 


« places, where Chriſt is called God; but 


e have nothing of this. Alexander. of Alex- 
« andria, Athanaſius, the biſhops of the 
te council of Sardica, Epiphanius, - Baſil, 
« Gregory: - Nazianzen, Gregory Nyflen, 
« Chry ſoſtom, Cyril of. Jeruſalem, Cyril of 
Alexandria; and among the Latins, Hi- 
ce. lary, Lucifer, J erom, Ambroſe, p Auſtin, 
c Phæbadius, Victorinus Afer, Fauſtinus 
* Diaconus, Pope Leo the Great, Arnobius 
« junior, Cerealis, Vigilius Tapſenſis, Ful- 

e gentius, wrote all of them in the fourth 
: Letters to Le Clere. p. 85, 86, 87. 3 


. 1 
« and fifth centuries for the Deity of the ſon, 


* and incarnation of God, and fome of them 
« largely, and in ſeveral tracts; and yet. I 
«cannot find,” that they wr OR 
Tam mee LEE | 
In all the times ef abs hot 00 laſting 
. Arjancontroverſy, it never came into play; 
© though now, that thoſe diſputes are over, 
«© they, that read Gop' war manifeſt in be 
et ed, think it one of the moſt obvious and 
pertinent texts ſor the buſineſs. | 
« The churches therefore of thoſe ages 
ices: abſolute ſtrangers to this reading. 
“ For, on the contrary, their writers, as 
« often as they have occaſion to cite the 
te reading then in uſe, diſcover that it was 
« 5 (which), For though they cite it not 
| © to prove the Deity of the ſon ; yet in their 
« commentaties,” and ſometimes in their 
© other diſcourſes they produce it. 
Theſe ancient Latins all cite the text 
c aſter this manner, Great is the myſtery of 
«© godlingſs, waicn was manifeſt in the fleſh; 
te as the Latin Mts. of St. Paul's Epiſtles 
bat Dos ce generally 


* 
— 


« generally have it to this day: and there- 
« fore it cannot be doubted, but that this 
. has been the conſtant public reading of 
« the Latin churches from the beginning." _ 
„ All the old verſions have it qui or 
« gd. And all the ancient fathers, though 
ec the copies of many of them have itnow 
c in the text itſelf, 9% Deus, yet from the 
E tenour of their comments upon it, and 
« from their never citing it in the Arian 


cc controverſy, it appears they always read it, 


* Clarke's Scripture Doane of the Trinity, 9-76. 
edit. 1719. | 


+ E Patribus Catholics, W ut 
divinitatem Chriſſi locis S. Scripturæ undique conquifitis | 
adſtruerent; ante annum Chriſti 380, nemo, quod ſciam, 
textam hunt in medium produxit ann 
Fp er, that 1 kee, of all the cathelic fathers (fays 
Dr. Mill) e profeſſedly collefied all the texts of feripture | 
in proof of Chrift's divinity ever alleaged this text, before 
the year 380. Gregory Nyſſen firfft of all, $c,,. | 

Note, It muſt not be judged from the preſent copies 
of: Nyſſen, and others, but from the manner of com- 
menting upon the place, how the text was read it thew 


days. , Dr. Clarke's note. : 


N 
c gui or quod; till the time of Macedonius, 
ce under the emperor Anaſtaſius, in the be- 
te ginning of the fixth century. Of the two 
« paſſages cited to the contrary by Dr. Mill, 
te in his Appendix; that from Juſtin * 
« Martyr dots: not prove that he did, but 
cc rather that he did not, read it, ©; and 
cc that from Athanaſius, is out of a book 
cc acknowledged to be ſpurious.” | 

« In the days of Julian (ſays Dr. Clarke 
ec quoted by Mr. Lindſey) when that em- 
« peror aſſerted, that neither Matthew, Mart, 
& Luke, nor Paul, ever ventured to flyle Chriſt, 
« God; it is plain from Cyril's anſwer to the 
« aſſertion of Julian, that, even at that time, 
« the word de, oY was not found i in this 
ec text,” | 


*, Juſt. Epift. Ae Dok. e ies, 
eee os vo Aa aTiuarbe, da c oro 
peng 200 grad bay qr But ſee Joſt Rom. 
vol. I. P- 342, &c | 


+ Script. N the Trinity, bat wo in n, 
| Mill in append. P- 52; O.. 
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I think here will be need of nothing more 


to demonſtrate that the inſertion of the word _ 


N in this Paltage is a manifeſt n 


ha = upon ſerious, and boom. im- . 
partial examination, I cannot avoid expreſs- 
ing my ſuſpicion that this whole verſe, and 
part of the Ne are mere . 
tions. 

The language does not Ps W like 
that of any of the writers of the New, Teſta- 
ment; and the ſentiments are perfectly inex- 
plicable, whichſoe ver of the three readings be 
adopted. The phraſe is erm axxo den ku: 
. (which is the church of the living God) is a. 

mere gloſs of n owy der (in the houſe of God). 
Er xa tpawps The adaduns (the pillar-and 
ground of truth) is ſuch language as does not 
appear to be warranted by =_ pg 1 
the New Teſtament. 

The ſixteenth verſe has no connexion with 
the fifteenth, and might as properly follow 
any other paſſage of the New Teſtament, as. 
that to which it is annexed. 


Beſides, 


. 
-' Belides, 4 (Gd) be the reading. 


what can be the meaning of e & wenn, 
wp9y arma, and ohe w xy (was jufified in 
the ſpirit, was ſeen of angels ; was received up 
into glory)? If , (who) be read, to what 


antetedent does it reſer? It cannot refer tio 
dure ( myſtery); and to ſuppoſe that it refers 


to N ( Cbriſ) underſtood, is a conſtruc- 
tion fo forced, that I can ſcarcely think a 
parallel inſtance is to be found. If 3 (wbich) 
de the reading, what can be the meaning of 
an\npHn n den ¶ vas received up into glory,)? © 
- And if either the one or the other of theſe 
three be the reading, what is meant by 
exmwreu$y ey ao (Was believed on in the wrd? 
which phraſe, if it does not ſignify, was 
bekieved through AlL the world, can have no 
meaning of importance at all; and if it has 
that meaning, it was by no means a fact in 
the time of the apoſtles. - 
On cheſe accounts, with all due Ae 
to thoſe who, being better informed, enter- 
tain different ſentiments, and with a ſincere 
inclination to acknowledge my errors in this, 


. = 
and all other caſes; I confeſs myſelf inclined 
to adopt the idea, that the following words 
are an interpolation; which is the church of the 
living God, the pillar and ground of 1he truth,” 
And without controveyfy, © great is the" myſtery 
of godline/s + God wut manifeſt in thi" % 
juſtified in the ſpirit ; ſeen of angels ; preached 
. unto: the Gentiles ; believed in tbe world; ru. 
ceived ap into glam. 7 ett 271 8 A il 
1 John iii. 16. Hereby perceive we the lobe 
or God, becauſe be laid down bis' life for" us. 
The words, of God were admitted into the 
2 ee, tranſlators from the Latin 


Deity 


eee eee wa ee 
it. 5—$, which ſeems to be made up of the original bs 
of St. Paul, and ſome later gloſs. e 
reading was thus; — | 

'O; „ eee Tis erben at dee mane, 
ergehen Leal, r dh ler vag; was 
O eyerts lu Yavals, 

Who, thugh in the frm of God, did ret regard it as a 
objedt to be eagerly ſought after ; but humbled himfelf, by 
taking the firm of a flows, and was in a flate of fubjefion f 
till bis death. 

: Y = 
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| Deity of Jeſus, Chriſt, But they have not 
the authority of a ſingle Greek. MS. * 
they indeed occur in any printed Greek edi - 
tion, except the Complutenſian; into which 
the words ru den were copied from the Rho- 
dian MS. which was never ſeen by any one 
but the compilers of that edition; and if in 
exiſtence, may be now in the king of Spain's 
library. Be it where it will, it is a MS. of 
no authority, being manifeſtiy WE 
from the Latin Vulgate. 
And now, Sir, to come to the celebented 
EP text, 1 John v. 7, 8. There are three that 
bear record [in heaven, the Father, the Word, 
and the Holy Ghoſt; and theſe three are one. 
And there are three that bear witneſs on earth] 


The reſt appears to me a marginal gloſs, in which 
poppn der is explained by To ca 108 Yew; eramivurty 
Zauloy, by tao uxerwor ; du joghn dagen by 
duowpdl c pur yeruerOr, xa: oxnual Lupe dt os | 
apo O-; and dals by Yavals d (perhaps du) 
raups. This does not appear to be unnatural, But 
n 


the 
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| the ſpirit, and the water, and the blood: 
and theſe three agree in one. 261 Liens 
Concerning this, though it maybe ſuſfici- 
ent to urge as 'a complete proof of che 
inauthenticity of the words included within 
S brackets, that' they exiſt in no ancient Greek | 
manuſeript, are unknown in any ancient 
verſion, excepting the Latin Vulgate and the 
Armenian; and that even in theſe, they have 
been inſerted in modern times only ; the. old 
manuſcripts of both of them, being without 
theſe words: that they are quoted by none 
of the Greek fathers of any. age, nor even | 


$:4T37 2141 1 9 dan 13410 1 
ien 25 „i mY wilhet nts] ot anon 
| rs 10 aging 
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825 duo others. indeed, om oy" 2 J 
3 the diſputed paſſage, but one of theſe, which is of 

the thirteenth century, has it in the margin, from a later 
hand ; and the other MS. is manifeſtly of no authority, 
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as it has alſo the verſions of Caſtalio, Eraſmus and Bern. 
See Matthzi in Marc. Append. p. 319. 20. and 
HY wi, ad Wehe Append. P. 221. Kc. | 1 


OR 1 2% 4 d me) g 


2 7 
pete 
+ HS #3 1 


[ 291 
by. any of the Latins o before the time of 
Vigilius Tapſenſis, who liyed in the: fifth 


century: yet, as, by publiſhing, contrary! to 
my wiſh" and deſire, the letter and poſtſcript 
which have. given occaſion to theſe replies, 
you have held me up as declaring Mr. Trayis 
to be a 1 on a MOTT miſreprgſanter: 
913 hn V teat 4 "RY 40 ILſhall 
fp W ae che . mch mers dhl to 
OA os wakes (ſee Pere Simon's Diſſertation Criti- 
| que) at the end of his Hiſtoire des principaux Commen- 
taturs, p. 80-8. And Eucherjus's is a mere interpgla- 
den, (See Grieſback, in 2. Ichn v. J. P. 31, The 
other inſtances produced by the advocates of this verſe 
from the Latin fathers, before Vigilius, are neither 
quotations nor authorities. A good view of the ſubject 
may be had from Dr. Mill, Bengelius, ien, Griefbach, 
and Matthgi on 1 John v. 7. "Martin on the genuine. 
nefs of this paſſage. 'Einlyo's Differtatigns in tis TraAs, 
"PRE Sir Tac Newton ewton's Letter to Le Clerc on 1 John 

e ropogrts e endo 
Prong Epiltle of John Welki Citz 
Fg gicz, vol. V. p. 293—314. P. Simon Hiſtoire 
Crinqie 4d, Tee tn Noor, Tet,” cap. xvill; and 
| Hiltoire des Verſions, © cap. ix. (ig which laſt are ſome 
curious remarks concerning the older Mts. of the Latin 


Vealgate in this palage) - T rgvis's Letters to Gibbon, 
| Porſon's 


2 12 ] 
1 ſhall; not ſtart from my charge, but do Fu 
2 your ag aaron the one and 
the other. lu motftei 105 at 

Of this alertion 1 have ft it in your 
own power to judge from the inſtances of 
Martin and Benſon. But as general expreſ- 
ſions convey no proof, I will lay before you 
a ſew inſtances, from which N be 
enabled to judge of the reſt. 

Oi plagiariſm indeed, I cannot 1 
many ſingle and particular ones; becauſe. 
— book, at leaſt, as much as 
makes up the ſubſtance of his three firſt 
letters, (which indeed contain the whole of 
the argument, if it can. be called ſuch) is 


Porſon's Letters to Travis; 4 en between 


| *" Stunics and Emus in che Critici Sacri, . vel. IX. 


p. 3547» 3617. Others alſo have treated on the ſame. 
ſudject, but either not , or 2k — have 4 

fallen into my hands. N 
\ As. this; intngolazed paſſage ee in the 
Complutenſian edition, and from thence was; copied into 

Robert Stephens's of 1550, 4 good account of theſe two 
editions may be found in Wezſtein's Prolegomena to his | 
Clos 116120, 147146. A O 42v6h; 27 
5 Y 3 entirely 


184 } 
entirely taken, without | acknowledgment, 

from Martin, an the genuineneſs of the text 
in queſtion. Particularly, the argument re. 
lating to Stephens's Ms. on which all the 
weight. of the ' cauſe reſts, is taken from 
Martin almoſt verbatim, and yet in ſuch a 
| manner, as to infinuate that Martin's account 
was very inadequate- and defefiive,* but his 
own complete and accurate. The contrary 
to which is the truth; Mr. Travis having 
not only made ſcarcely any improvement on 
Martin, but even fallen into blunders, which 
un amd, —_ 2 my the * 


made to Martin's authorities from Stephens, which 
are not remarked as errors in Stephens, by Dr. 
Mill, are Acts xxiv. 8. xxvii. 1. xxviti. 11. on the 
MS. „; Matt, Xi. 32. in , Acts xiii. 15. Caubicb 
in an error for d, and ; is miſplaced) in 19, and 1 Timo- 
thy! (che place not mentioned, which is 1 Tim. 
ii. z.) in ir. Indeed, in his account of this laſt MS. 
he gives no particular references. - Why, be knows be 


„ 
As to miſrepreſentation, he is guilty of it 
in his account of what Pere Simon ſays con- 


cerning Walafrid Strabo's gloſſa (comp. 
Trav. p. 22. with P. Simon Hiſt. Crit. des 
Commentateurs, cap. xxvii.) in his mutila- 
tion of Emlyn's evidence concerning the 
authority of Eucherius, where he ſuppreſſes 
the whole of Emlyn's arguments, in the very 
part where their force is the greateſt; (p. 80. 


himjelf. His other improvements are the very errors, 
which Martin has taken care, to ſteer clear of. So that 
though Martin is guilty of many blunders in this part of 
his work, Mr. Travis blunders fill more. Thus, Martin 
quotes John ii. 7. and omits Matt. xxvii. 64. from the 
MS. , becauſe Mill had faid juſtly, that y is an error 
in Stephens for 9 (Proleg. 1173.) Mr. Travis inſerts it, 
becauſe R. Stephens can commit #o crrurg. Martin takes 
no notice of the MS. e, becauſe the two paſſages in the 
Apocalypſe to which it refers, are errors for u (Mill. 
ibid. 1165.) Mr. Travis produces them as readings of 
chat MS. and lafly, with reſpect to the Mis. of R. 
Stephens in general, Mr. Martin is totally filent as to 
the account which Dr. Mill gives of them (Proleg. 1159 
1176) becauſe he could not be inſenſible that this is 
_— from TON margin. Mr. Travis ſays that 
- 4 Dr, 
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compared with Emlyn's Tracts, 491—491. 
edit. 1719 on vol. II. p. 19g. &c. of the 
later editions.) in his reference to Eraſmus, 
concerning the Codex Btitannicus, where he 
omits the principal part of the ſentence, 
| becauſe it would overthrow his own argu- 
ment, and miſrepreſents the deſign of the 
reſt; (p. 139. compared with the references to 
Eraſmus in the ſame page) in his interpretation 
of a paſſage from Montfaucon“ (p. 158.); 
. | | | 9 SM 


Dr. Mill's «errors have originated i in "the ideß t chat 
' Stephens's MG. are yet exiſting,” (Travis, p. 136. 
note) when it appears plain from both the Prolegomena, 
and. the various readings of Dr. Mill's G. Teſtament, 
that he had never /cen theſe Ms, and drew his concluſions 
from Stephens's margin only, without any regard to the 
exiſtence of theſe Mfs. Is ſuch a man as this, fit to 
decide ſo poſitively as he does, on à ſubject which calls 
for the; moſt accurate criticiſm? See Martin on the- 
Genuineneſs of 1 John. v. 7, part II. cap. vi. compared 
with Travis's Letters to Gibbon, p. 127138. _ 

„ Mr. Travis, here, uſes both Montfaucon. and his 
- own friend Martin very ill. For Montfaucon ſpeaking 


JJ 
Greek 


[ 345 1 


in his ſtatervent of the — 
pretends, Wetſtein muſt have ſound the 
verſe; (p. 282— 285.) and, as Mr. Porſun 
has ſhown, (Pref. p. 14.) in his account f 
the Berlin MS. as need wt an | 


Zöellner. | } 
With reſpect to e Mr Travis 


(p. 158.) takes a ſentence from the middle 
ene IG 


Nen "It. 2a 
| Greek Is, ſays, hs eee 
ſand years; ( 4b annis plus mille literæ i et d, quando alteri 
wocali non junguntur, nec diphthongum efficiunt, pundtis 
ern notantur. Palædg. Gree. p. 33.) Martin, fol: 
lowing his authority ſays the ſame ; © this manner of 
marking the is and the s is above a thouſand yeats old. 
To which he adds, 1 know very well, that it der tt 
« thence follow, that wwe can aſcribe fuch an antiquity to all 
ve the Mi. where it is found” (Genuineneſs, p. 163.). 
But Mr. Travis, who copies the latter of theſe authors, 
and refers to the former particularly, (which Martin does 
not) perverts the meaning of both; and declares- poſi» 
tively, that ** the method of pointing and v, with double 
« dots, by the TzsTINonY of MonTFraucon, the 
: „ moſt competent to decide a queſtion of this nature, 
cc bows @ MS. to be MORE than a THOUSAND YEARS. 
. What can we think of ſuch a mann 
3 MS. 


* 
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MS. and paſſes over the argument itſelf, 
thus leading the reader to ſuppoſe that Ben- 
fon had nothing to produce on the ſubject. 
He has mutilated Benſon's argument againſt 
the text from the ſilence of the Greek fathers; 
(p. 210. ) in replying (p. 215, 216.) to Ben- 
ſon's argument againſt the text, from its not 
being quoted by the author of the baptiſm of 
heretics, he ſuppreſſes one half of the paſſage 
which he quotes fram Du Pin, becauſe it 
makes dire&ly -agaioſt him: and (which 
though not chargeable to wilful miſrepreſen- 
tation, yet is an argument of that culpable 
prejudice which will neither examine itſelf. nor 
attend to the examination of others;) aſſerts 
the immaculate purity of R. Stephens's text 
and margin; (p. 12, 117120.) though, from 
bis own opportunities of examining it, he might 
eaſily have found, what I have, that beſides 
che errors which Stephens himſelf has mark 
ed, the text contains not fewer than foxry 
typographical miſtakes ; ſome in the words, 
others in the references, and not a ſmall 


0; ak in what Mr. Travis depends upon 
25 chiefly, 


| (397 1 
chiefly, the obelus and ſemicircle ;—and that 


the errors. in the margin are innumerable. 
Laſtly, as a, cloſe of all bis obſervations, 
he expreſſes himſelf concerning Dr. Benſon, 
who. has been allowed by all, except Mr. 
Travis, to have been a fair and impartial 


examiner; in the following. d terms. 


(p. 221.) 
e Thus I beg * — mini for _ — | 


te ſent his (Dr. Benſon's) diſſertation; which, 
4 for intrepidily of aſſertion Ii. e. lying} diſinge- 
te nuowſneſs of quotation, and defeftivensſs f 
te conclufion, , has. no equal, fands aloof beyond 
te all parallel; as far as my reading extends. 
& either in ancient or modern time. 
Without remarking, (what is the. truth) 
that Mr. Travis is here characteriſing him/elf; 
it muſt be acknowledged, that wherever Dr. 
Benſon's arguments were defective, or weak, 
Mr. Trauis, had moſt. certainly a right 60 
diſcover and expoſe. them; but chis ſhould 
have been done with liberality and candour. 
By this the world would haye been benefited, 
0a for hy they avg 60 uns hn be 


42 


e 
But when in addition to miſtepreſentation; 
indulgence is given to abuſe and invective; 
the perſon, who like Mr. Travis, is guilty 
of ——— oughit to be told, that inſolence 
and falſehood- claim as any YO 
INDIGNATION” and CONTEMPT. | 
But on this 1 ſhall dwell no 3 I | 
wait only for Mr. Travis's third edition, in 
which he has promiſed a reply; to all the 
obſervations which have been communica- 
ted to him; and then, if the publle will give 
me a patient hearing, I hope to go through 
a complete examination of all his remarks; 
with fometbing more of the ſpirit of meekne/7; 
than he has condeſcended to \ ſhow the late 
Dr. Benſon,” or the preſent moſt able and 
eandid critic ' Dr. Grieſbach. The work 
indeed has been finiſhed above twelve months 
fince, before the pubhcation of Mr. Porſon's 
Eetters in one volume,” though not before 
theit appearince in the Gentleman's Ma- 
gatine, under the name of Cantabrigienſis. 
From theſe I hive derived ſome materiil 
e ee, I regard myſelf as much 
wu obliged 


13 1 


obliged to him. Others 1 have i 
from my friends, to whom I now make my 


acknowledgments. EM td 
-. Particularly, I ſhould account. myſelf 
guilty of an inexcuſable neglect, if I did not 
return my thanks to Dr. /Newcome Biſhop - 
of Waterford, by whoſe means T have been 
fayoured with. 8; complete collation of the 
Dublin MS. in the three Epiſtles of John; 
that of Jude, and part of the Revelations. 
This has been the more acceptable, not 
only as theſe parts of ſcripture have never 
been before collated with this MS; but, 
a8 it has afforded me @ certain; coualufiun, that 
the MS, itſelf is modern and of nd authority; = 
and, in the text in queſtion particulatiy, is 
oy verfion germ eee, 
ted in a moſt clumſy and bungling manner. 
Iris with pleafure I find from his Lorddhip's 
own informhtion, and that -of Dr. Barret of 
Trinity college, Dublin (to whom alſo I have 
great reaſon to be obliged) that an edition 
| of the Greek Teſtament is preparing at that 
Re which is to he collated witli the 


Mis, 
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Mad. there, and particularly with the Mont- 
fore, orf as 1 have all dog called ir, the 


Dublin MS. e S tt le 
T0 ny to other ue el mer 


polations. N Hen ice Wo wt 
5 Rev. i. 11. The common renting is, 
« ſaying, Van Alpha” and Omega, the firſt 

« and the 4%, and] what thou ſeeſt, vrite 
| ec in a book.. Jr env mm 2M it 

Of theſe, the words indloſed in Ces, 
are wanting in the Alexandrian, the Baſilian, 
and the Ephrem Mſs. (which are all 
very antien ones of this part of the ſcrip- 
tufe) in ſeventeen more, quoted by Grieſ- 
bach; and in four, by Matthæi. They do 
not occur in the Latin Vulgate, Syriac, 
Coptic, Ethiopic,. or Armenian verſions; 
nor in Arethas, Andreas, or Primaſius. And 
yet in the face of all this evidence they are 


continued in the | Engliſh tranſlation. But 
they are rejected in the Complutenſian, Ben- 
gelius's, 'Grieſbach's and Matthæi's editions. 
Theſe, you will urge, are interpolations 
of ſmall pallages, Iwill therefore now pre- 

ſent 


1 
ſent you with one of a larger extent. This 
is the account in St. John's goſpel, of the 
ſcripture, there are no ſewer than twelve 
verſes (from ch. vii. 5 2. to ch. viii. ver. 11.) 
which are ſpurious. For it appears that 
they had no exiſtence either in the Alexan- 
drian MS. or the Ephrem; both which, 
though defective here, ſhow, from the quan- 
tity of vacant ſpace, that this hiſtory was 
not intended to be contained in them: it 
is, plainly wanting in the Vatican, in Ste- 
phens's Eighth, and in Reuchlin's; in which 
laſt, to determine the inauthenticity of the : 
ſtory, is found the following obſervation :* 
« ] have omitted the ſtory of the adulterous 
« woman, in the goſpel of John, as being 
« wanting in moſt copies, and not mentioned 
« by the holy fathers, Chryſoſtom, Ke 
ce Theodorus, and others.” 

This declaration, in fo old a MS, 22.008 
of the tenth century, which is the age of the 
Reuchlin MS. will decide the matter, and 


. See Werttein in loc. and Griefbach, 


prin 


| vinit. bs + 
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_ ſage in queſtion. ) nn ο e et 
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inſtanoes, in this j that if, in the later ages, 
when the number of the Mſs. of the New 


| Teſtament, muſt be great, ſuch interpola- 
tions could not dene _ AT der 
Adv 113455 

pre Sire a ee ISI 
not _of the {ame importance, might be added- the fol- 
lowing, diſcovered by Dr. Pearce in his Paraphraſe ; 

ice Nom. i. 31. where aol; is expunged ; Roni: ii. 

«28. &.i0gpz, but in which, according to Hare, the 
A (pprious reading is © TW en. In 1 Cor. i 12. 46 
& Ng 1 Cor. xi. af. arm H voti. 2 Cor. 
di- N cen. Erh. jj. 5. Nandt avs come 
© and Rom. xiü. 4. 85 0pym.” (See Epiſt. duz ad the 

end of vol. II. of his Commentary, p. 471475. - 
_ = Theſe: conjeftures he propoſes with great diffidence 
and modeſty; for, ſays he, (p. 471.) and-1 too moſt 
ſmeerely join with him in the ſame; ſentiment ; ** ad 
ce divinum verbum legendum, multo magis BMENDAN- 
© DUM, oportet Criticos humiliter, cauteque accedere: 
lic audit eſt Seceart, arrogantem ſe gerere, eſt impium 
** offs ; tanti eim res momenti non fant leni (ut ajunt) 
OO Ons OP Pars 
” idem — 80 r 2. 471. 5 
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This may allo fm, why Juſtin's wav 
to Quirinus s regiſters, might, even upon 
the ſuppoſition of its being early examined 
ſtill abtain a general admiſſion ; and why 


no notice hould- appear to be taken of 


To cloſe the whole. There is a moſt 
important interpolation, which took place in 


an inquiring age, and bas till paſſed, in 
fore meaſure, undetected. This is, che 


firſt clauſe in the twentieth article of the 
a Engliſh church-eftabliſhment : cc the church 
* bath power 10 decree rites and .Ceremanigs, 
| er and authority in controverſies of faith.” 


This had no exiſtence at the time or 


framing theſe articles by the convocation, in 


1 and is * enten bath with | 
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very article, of which it is a part. It was 

equally:unknown to the convocation in 1571, 
nor was it contained in the imprinted book 
then ratified by parliament.* Dr. Fuller 


| e cog 


4 eee bien in es Geass 
p. 15. note. and 367372. note, in which laſt, the 


following paſſages are worthy of peculiar regard: 
„Mr. Hales's letter to Abp. Land —written in 1636 


% — has a' paſſage in it; that carries with it a ſtrong 


| © preſumption "that the firſt clauſe. in our twentieth 
article, 


church authority, was not, ar 
** that time, held for authentic. The paſſage I mean is ; 
& this: I count in point of DEC1810N or CHURCH 


« Grsrions, Ih. ile aurnonirr or THE 


„ CHURCH; that it au NORE ; Ih of no adverſary 
I love, the church of Rome only excepted. For this cannot 
© be true, except ve make the. church juDGEs or Con- 
© TROVERSIBS, the CONTRARY to wwhich wwe generally 
&© MAINTAIN againft THAT "church, Would "Hales 
have ſaid this, and {aid it too to ſuch a man as Laud, 
if he might have been coaſronted with an my 


« book of articles? 


„ Heylin tells us, that in Ws cite 
«« articles were printed at Oxford, without the clauſe. 


of Ie now before me % Latin edition of the articles 
3 « without 


=_— 1 
— it hkd inb exiſtence at that 
time; and the Hatagwa * Confeſſonum, pub- 
ſhed at 'Genev in 16125 which I have now 
before me, though it gives a perſectiy accu- 
rate view of the other articles, een 
cxentieth in theſe words; | 

Eccigſs now licet' quicquam — pied 
derbo dei adver/etur,” & c. entirely omitting the 
clauſe in queſtion; which is perfectly corre 
i ret ah the: article in Edward the fixth's 


e ie hin ht is repquant c 

wank nnn 
If therefore an article of ſuch importance 

as this, on which alone the clainss of the church 


are or can be founded; ſhould have paſied @ 


« without the clauſe, RE at Oxford, by le 
« Litchfield, printer to the univerſity, in the year 1636. 
% And this brings us down to the date of Hales's letter 
« to Land, the expreflion in which letter is equa/ to 4 
«rhouſand witneſſes, that the firft clauſe of the twentieth | 
vc article, as it now fands in our preſent editions, was not 
« ld, by the moſt learmd and judicious divines of theſe 
t days, to be of the LEAST AUTHORITY, nen. 


« um in Latin or Engliſs copies. 


Z2 _  - quiety 
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quietly, even in an inquiring age; be con- 
tinued down to the, preſent times, and even 
acquire ſo much force, that every clergyman 
of the Eogliſh hierarchy is obliged to ſub- 


ſcribe. it, though it is a moſt obvious aud 


| ſhameful eccleſiaſtical forgery ; little need it be 
wondered, that the opinion of Juſtin, or the 
ſpurious chapters prefixed to the goſpels of 
St. Matthew and Luke ſhould be ſuffered to 
obtain an eaſy reception, in an age, when 
there was. neither opportunity, inclination, 
nor ability, to collate copies, or enter inte 
eee es, 


| Lam, Sm, 
| | Your fene fiend | 


| and broder inthe goſpel, 


JOHN dorf. 


SrAx, June 28, v7 1791. 
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Ferrers e loubling the EY 
with in more OBferVatibris, on führe 
which Har he may tegard as Having albeddy 
engroftd too-tnuch' bf dis time wi Mr. 
Walceficld has repreſented the hint which - 


Feb Ein en Matt. vil. 5. and which 
1 was neceſſufdſy led to touch upon in page Y 
Zra, is proceeding fron my fymrimce of bis 
in his Silva Critica, g 84: and com. 
mentary on St. Matthew; I cannot do juſ- 
tice to myſelf, and to the ſubjekt in diſcuſ⸗- 
noc, without "ſpending a few more pages in 
1 particular confideratien of it. And if 1 
um ſo unhappy as to differ from him, in this, 
2 3 or 


1 . / =y 
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or indeed in any thing elſe; provided I ſtate 
my ſentiments with fairneſs, and ſupport 


them by arguments, not unworthy of atten- 
tion; I have ſuch confidence in the judg- 
ment of the public, as not to fear that I 
| ſhall fall under the ſame cenſure with them, 
| as Mr. Wakefield \uncandidly and unjuſtly 
pronqunees on all thoſe who entertain the 
ideas which I have advanced. Spuria autem 


Fromunciare, Bs e — 


ma FRIES PIER? FONT vir dert fon: 
me. 25 er TEMERITATIS et -IGNORANTIA. |. 

+1 ſhould be forry, for Mr. Wakefield's 
ſake, to. tranſlate | theſe. words. It is, noe 
impoſſihle, but /4f- -application may lead him 
(if the Silva ſhould ever come to a, ſecond 
edition) to cancel them. In the mean time, 
if the, following remarks may contribute in 
any reſpect to the cortection of his ideas, or 
the ſoftening his vnjuſtifiable aſperities of 
language, they are at his ſervice. If they 
mer het nein pple. Bu 


\ 


* » 
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I. gage on the faith, of an honeſt man, 
fairly, and openly, to retract them. 


St. Matthew (ch. XXVii. 5. Jays of Judas,” 
that after he, had betrayed et hc 
when, be: was bene, be . CHOXAD: vin 
| A verſion, I ſuppoſe- the 

words, d grief. are added e comeura,. as 
there is no trace tbem in the original. This 
hardly Jopks with a fayourable. aſpoct on ſo | 
ſingular Auuir: Lib Jets 

* hg defgn, however, with which Grotius 
and others, and after them, Mr. Wakefield, 
have advanced this conjecture, being in 
order to reconcile this account of St. Mat- 

bew. with that of St. Luke in Acts i. 18. 
certainly merits no ſmall commendation. 
But this is merely a theological conſideration, 
and ought t to follow, not to precede, the juſt 
meaning of ſcripture wards. This laſt, is. the 
province of criticiſm ; which therefore ſhquld 
properly be che guide ot the other. 
Inv this view 1 regard” Mr. Wakefield 
critieiſm as © having no foundation in 
FX. Z 4 one 


7 1 


cant find one —— in — in 
— — 
ani ue ep ofions — refric? 
is mung to this” only. Every one may 
caſily ſoe that dis ie not be eat in the pre- 
ſent paſſage of St. Matthew. un 

The inſtandes cited by Dr. Scott,“ are 
all, I ſhould think, ger "Mr. 


#00075 E118 £2197. (1989 201 


of 


— * > av fs 


; biogas 76.11 - 41119853 NS ti 
o bases e ess Dose S164 
« Hangtd hinfelf]* Gr. aruptab. PENNY 
% A dg That. werſion wes the ume word 
_ « for g- Lake i 33. 4 be chokedy and πανννπðW, 
Matt. ziir. 22, and av, Matt. xvii, 28. a chols, 
7 alſo. for revxupew, to be diftreſſed, 2 Cor. ir. 8. 
Let the reader examine whether arayxtua does 
ns pvp be 4 in menen 
6 U 
„ Plav. Len eee 80 
<< ulfo gate, Les. Labs 
| ** Thuoydid, Eid. 5. f. p- 267. 72. {yol. IV. 
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1 W 
| Wakefield bunfelf, it bis esmment un % 
Matthew, ales thoſe” from Tbuq,t¾nt 
Lutian, Strabe, and — he — 
controverted is aft bee Onica 
B "—_—_ K õ˖Uꝛu al 3! mir ud 
17. 128. eee eee oh —.— 
1 —ů— / 
e 


"is * ”% 1 


1 „ Thi rage is N 
TREES J. Þ 5. 116% wi 
e V. h 1} V. api. 6. — 
Werum 20 Tiexuryp®r d 9b. 
« Lucian, Phil. p- $405 A. Kt n ern 
4e crdhanv TW r RY _ 
| N. 2 It. 5 * 
& e, Wipe axe 
oats ub. XII. P. hene | 
— andy ante Chad rung Eger 4 
. ² Laertius repreſents this pd. —© + 
« loſopher, as uſing the aal word, ohen, inflend 


n $ 1746 (pe 96 © 1 


& 
9 


” — 
* yy . 4 N. 


aruba, by ſhx v, both of them aids 


ER 


give no countenance to his conjectures. To 
which, indeed, he might have added the 


two others; for they ſeem. to me capable of 


bone but the common interpretation, Parti- 
cularly, it is worthy of obſervation, that 
Phavorinus ant Suidas agree in explaining 


1 and the fame dhe 

# oF * * 5 ES 
y af a 22> 
of 2 Tt 4 # To») 


9 — . — 
affixed to it in the Sea. But I do not ſee 


the neceſſity or propriety of this. 


Inn che Gtustzon to which the daughter of 


Mycerinus was reduced, 2 v0 lintary death 
would” be the probable conſequence. of her 
grief, and ſhame. Does not amsſtab in its 


moſt natural and ojviow eſe plainly expref 
this? Why then ſeek for {o'forced a mean- 


ing, which indeed is not rendered at A 


bable by the circumſtances of the ſtory; and 
would, perhaps, never haye been thought | 
of, but for the _— us 
the two evangeliſts ? . 200 D | 
Ac 2 | This 


TY 


. This + is. not . up.difficulties. in the 
New Teſtament by means of the ancient | 
Greek authors, but interpreting theſe authors 
by the — in neg na | 
as | word din 8 


5 >; 99 Bt 971 1 


IF. 5232.7) 
So, in there. author (lib. # 
a i ern een 
or, ſome ſuch. word added, to it, m 
e Haſs ner .00 us ro 
Mr,” Wakefield, aſſſens, (which is at the 
utmoſt hardly , probable) yet the common 
meaning is ſo natural, and conſiſtent with 
the Gruaion of the perſan. concerning m 
the narrative. is related, that there is not the 
| leaſt ground for the Gingular 
en by Mr, Wakefield. les 
HE anoniupdula ayyino— ape 
— 
eee, , 


[ 64]. 
—_— we wen in Theveritus (Idyll. 
II. 9.) plainly teams, you” will maFY "me 
nano rs Eibe mort me denique 
aue (Eolog U. 75 i tranſlation of this 
| 2 a Virgil generally 

does by the tough expreſſions of Theoeritis; 
and yet, ſbſtened As it is, it more obviouſly 
refers to a vuhrary, chan to a natural death. 

The ſame is the ſenſe of ont in Alan, 
(Var. Hiſt. Hb. V. cap. viii.) The ftory there 
related concerning Poliager, is much the 
ſatne a8 that of the effect produced by the 
Sarires Uf Afchilocfius on the daughters of 
Lycambes. Wor does dhe ule of the wotd 
analen in "the "Former fenittace at all prove 
that ava truſt be taken in the ente which 
Mr. Wakefield Tuppoies : fot arm my, 
With as much propriety,” mean that .the 
ua cauſed Poliager 1 to Hil blmyel, as that 
they cauſed him to die with grief. It ls a 
mode EC bes: er common to all lan- 
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+ Befdes,  Aflian - himſelf uſes the ave 
axaſxe in the ſame ſenſe, (lib. IV. cap. i. 
p. 253. edit. Kihnii.) Bafpuye: Tx d RN 
tal en dne Anon or . rec u avipas 
parraSvoiles, AILATKONTEZ & Tas ee: This 
is an inſtance ſo clear, that it ought. to decide 
the meaning of arerx in the former place. g 
In Diamſius Halicarnaſſenfis a0 (vol. VI. | 
p. 884. edit. Reiſke) the ſame word is uſed - 
in che ſame ſenſe, E dnl Tos. ammo, = 
which is a phraſe ſimilar to Matt, xvii. 5. 
| I cannot find the word awayxaa: in Plu- 
tarch de liberis educandis, either at p, 9, in 
Xylander's edition, or in Reiſtes (vol, VI. 
p. 30. under N“. 9.) But in both editions 
— is the following paſſage. Now vag 16 
Pura Toy jay _jullpiog ien Tpeperas, Tois de mono 


IINITETAI, voy a pon vx Toy jury ouppbrpo 
aotera: Tow, To NH RI But 


ſurely Mr. Wakefield will not produce this 
as an inſtance by way of determining the 
meaning of the word awayxaua, when there 
22222 

5 we” . 
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which e itte occurs. Thus (Vita. 
Theſei. F/20. ſub init) ir is ſaid concerning 
Ariadne, - Or ey ve ADATZAEOAL pan ab 
egen des Ty Geng, &c. (Caton. maj. 
5 10. ſub fin) Paccus, one of Cato's ſetvants, 
: having bought three captive children, con- 
trary to Cato's order, and fearing the conſe- 

quence of Cato's having diſcovered what he 
| had done, a «; „ Ka] ow, AHr- 
Aro. And the women, among the Cim- 
bri, after the defeat of their army by Marius 
(vit. Marii 5 27.) Ta ma Toy rue AITAT- 
XOTEAI ra; ve, rjpention imo rug Tpox;us, Kc. 
l am a little ſurpriſed that theſe inſtances 

JS GERD many en 


% © To thels might be added the following Ps 
from Polyhius (Hir. lib. XVI. 5 19, vol: II. p. 455, 
edit. Erneſti.) Ozopur d [Opurn®-] 20 . [To 
Adds] neu «TW Gown roy oppag ails; nav ra Tara, 
xc Ta; vag, atoofalroflur, ar , ATIAT- . 
XONTMAN, &c. — . m, xa: di rm: To 


Yay VouevOlsy |. Tapmyyte, ddl Tpru nuepas ayar pom quo: | 
ny Ones 00 epanny Js | 


| eſpecially, 
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clear and deciſive againſt hin. 
No leſs decifive againſt him is the follow- 
ing from the ſame author. (De Adulat. et 
Amici Diſcrim. ap. edit. Reiſke, vol. VI. 
p. 261.) udcyopu d Tpaxlepor xy oe YIOpiphe 
Is it not ſomewhat extraordinary that all 


theſe ſhould e Mr. Wakefield's n. 


nation? 
The paſſage in Lacin's Toxaris (vol. 11. 


oa edit. Benedict) plainly admits ofthe 


will fret herſelf to death for love, is not the 
ftrong ſenſe _ nnn to con- 
vey. . 


e 
liaft on Apollonius (lib. I. v. 1063.) that 


Deilochus, muſt have uſed the word arcyxteb, 


in his account of Clite's death. It ſeems 
moſt likely that the expreſſions which the 
| _Scholinſt 


n, which is fo very S u 
point. 1 do not however wonder that he 


has not produced them?: for they are all, 


1991 


Scholialt aſceibes (o Deilorbus, were a 
his; ap leaſt, chis concluſion may be fairly 
deduced from the manner in which they are 
introduced, (HEL. Annex, no Ar 
TEAEYTHZEAT) and from their being con- 
traſtad with. the account of Apollonius him- 
ſelf.* Nor is it credible, that the Scholiaſt 
when there are ſo many inſtances to the 

contrary. Indeed is there om clear inſtance, 
in which it is uſed in Mr., Wakefield's ſenſe ? 

In Pool's Synopſis, on Matt. xxvii. 5. 
r 
which deſerves to be notice. 

« Azmftde, Laqueo ſe ſuſpendit, ſive, gre 
cc cavit, Exaſ. 0 Tig five FRE ils, 
« Caſtal,” 

After which, co a of Kul- 
ſius; Ne aliter hoc verbo utuntur Greti 
n Klianus, Socrates in Scen 


pe ON WA PSI 
. Ov n- peromote' nag Nei, anlepor ano 
Hen, AYAMENH BPOXON ATXENL --- | 

| | Apdll, lib. I. v. 1063, &c. 
cc deriſus 
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0 * derifus ridebat, Poliagros Abe neee | 
* "fuſpendit. * In Epigrammate Greco, 

cc AuνMννον Hlerovip, aum j. e. Lagueo fe | 
e Thſpendit: In "__ Ses 2 
6 aanyytale.” 2 (1613-903 * 

1 5 great eddi in 
this obſervation of Salmaſius, not ſo much 
on account of his known critical abilities, 
as that it appears to be ſupported by every 
inſtance which has been ere — 
from the Greek authors. 
In Andocides (Orator. art 0 
vol. IV. Andocid. p. 62.) is the follow- 
ing paſſage: H v I-xouaxs Wah TEON ANAL 
NOMIEAZA ATZEITEAEIN(paxxy+JHZHN oguvs 
Te yrrouera, | ANAPXOMENH erat: KATEK AF- 
@H: a way ANEBLQ, adh ,ν,ꝛ tt Tv; a 
w pas ann pong im gonale pa. Dinges 

' Whether the tenour of. this paſſage does 
not lead to the idea that awayzouon refers to 


4, . 


x0»h oh. 


. Vide Bruncki fasser, wlll 5. 326. N. 46. 
+ I add non on Reiſke's authority. <4 
t Vide, p. 61, 62. 3071, at 2d? 48 


Aa a voluntary 


1 
a voluntary death, may be left to the judg- 
ment of any one who obſerves the connexion 
of the words marked in capitals. 

Awa? xouen wilaky nanu evidently. means, 
that the daughter of Iſchomachus had hanged 
| herſelf, and was found by her friends in ſuch 
x firuation as led them.to conclude her dead, 
and, in conſequence, to treat her accordingly ; 

but that ſhe had not continued ſo long in 
that ſtate, as to be totally, though ſne was 
apparently, lifeleſs. By their ſeaſonable in- 
terpoſition, he recovered, ann, and fled from 
ber buſband's houſe. | 

In this: ſenſe, all is plain and algen. 
But vill any one ſay, that if azayxqum' is to 
be regarded as ſignifying that ſuffocation 
which ariſes from grief,” there is any propriety 
or conſiſtence in the words, re vourara' 
| xwoilener u n Cm ipuoa ra vhj,EZ And yet 
on theſe the whole force and meaning of the 
paſſage depends. 

I do not ſay that a never refers to a 

perſon's reclining himſelf, in a reciprocal ſenſe. 
wut i is not neceſlarily, nor always, its 
aka ſignification. 


p. 499. 


1 
fignification. And it is obſervable, that 
Reiſke himſelf, in his index to Andocides, 


interprets the word in ' the fame manner as 


I have done. | 
_ © Karawunobar in leftum DEFERRY, couront; 


e de corpore EXANIMATO, W n. et 
* quietis egente. “ 


The inſtances produced by Dr. Whitby, 
in his comment on this am confirm the 


fame obſervations. 


Dr. Hammond is of the ne en 
with Mr. Wakefield, as is alſo Hein- 


fur. The authorities adduced by the for- 
mer of theſe commentators do not, how- 
ever, appear to me, any more to the pur- 


poſe, than thoſe which haye been already 


remarked on. And thoſe of Heinſius, ex- 
cepting one, which ſhall be conſidered pre- 
ſently, bear ſo near a reſemblance to thoſe 
which Mr. Wakefield has produced, that 
the examination of the one will be equally 
an examination of the other. 


* Index, Grecitat. Andocid. Orator. vol. VII. 


A a 2 6 Thepbyle8, 


72 1 
« Theophyidth, (ſays Dr. Hammond) ſpeak - 


« ing of the. ſorrow which the inceſtuous 
« Corinthian might probably fall into, ex- 
« preſſes it by eg ayxom den 6; Idas. Which 
phraſe he renders, coming 1 4 surrooa- 
TION, 4 Judas did. 

But if Theophylact be ſuffered to FR his 
own interpreter, it will appear that he re- 
garded a2Tayxoum. and td ayzoru ity as having 
the common meaning. For on the very 
paſſage which is the ſubject of conſideration, 
he thus expreſſes himſelf; Tonne, ir EQHKE 


rev For TPAXHAON avis, ug. 0 AXONHN, awe 
AENAPOT 7w@r KPEMAZAL taulor, &c,* 


— Chryſoſtgm,” ' (fays the ſame commen- 
10 tator) uſes the phraſe rg o away xrobai, 
i to be Juffocated through, grief ( Arangled, as 
« it were, or) m drab affetted with . 
cc ente. 5 ©: 14 


34.4 


o wy 
> © P 4 
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= yi . —— Theſaur. avs 
P. 407 · 


eee Hammond is the fol- 
lowing / Chry/ot. Homil. xx ad Antioch ap. Oper. tom. II. 
P- 202. 
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But here the word ownidel detvimites'the 
application of awayyxzola: to be metaphorical, 
and of conſequence plainly ſnows that this 
phraſe cannot be brought as parallel to chat 
in St. Matthew, her when no > qualifying ex- 
5 n occurs. 


P. 202. A, edit. Mpntigucon) Kai yap vπναπ.⁰Ʒ L- WARRG 
za maler Tos, & pn IO. ode” ra eros; 
oh nals rm nuipay en Ripe THY oN G h Kee 
ofles i 74 àhuανꝑ i Tu xom reg ozper; Yealpy, 
 INITOMENOI «az ATXOMENOT +g owndeb.. - 
Any one who reads this: paſſage will eafily ſee that 
Chryſoſtom, being at a. loſs for words to expreſs the 
horrors of future puniſhment, makes uſe of thoſe terms 
which are apphed to. the work Kinds of punihment here 
below. In this light he regards myryiehas x RY xpofany, 


and connects them with own, in order to , convey. an 


idea of the ſufferings which the wicked undergo in 
another world. And this js the ſentiment of IL Clere 
on the paſſage in St. Matthew before ug; who fays 


plainly, In Chryſoſtomi loco, eſt uf EX Nh, 


«« quod aliquando uA PH ORTE ſumitur pro angare 
ahm, ſed wo BjusMODI SUPFOCATIQNE, Nec 
locus ille quicquam ad rem facit: loquitur enim 
* N de malis, qui, ultimo die, revelatis coram 

A a 3 * omnibus 


as 
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So in, another paſſage produced by Dr. 
Hammond, and cited by Mr. Wakefield, 
(Tobit iii. 10.) | were it to be granted 
that u might be uſed in Mr. Wake- 

eld's ſenſe, yet the metaphorical meaning 
of this word may be aſcertained not only 
rom the preceding word «ww, but from 


& omnibus eorum_ peccatis, dicuntur ferè wyryouere, na 
c xyxouevor ound, ſuffocati et ſtrangulati conſeientia 3 
ay TR non fignificat id quod Jude hic tribuitur.” | 
Cleric in Matt. xxvii. 5. 
o in another place (Oper tom. X. p. 457. D.) Chry- 
ſoſtom uſes the phraſe, amyyxontoum, Di b C 
T1 avuua;. And in his Homilies on Matthew (Oper. 
_ vn. p. 806.) he ſays of Judas, Kaz bas 1e = 
apyupia ty To va, avexupnos, xa ameYur awnytdle. 
 OTAE TAP HNETKE TO EYNEIAOSF waritor alloy. 
Which paſſage both ſhows the ſentiment of Chryſoſtom 
concerning the death of Judas, and determines the mean- 
ing of we and ayxay to be properly the ſame as 
the Engliſh verſion gives, and that they were uſed by 
Chryſoſtom himſelf fguratively, when applied to ſuch 
expreſſions as c or ah). But will this ſhow theſe 
words to be uſed in the ſame manner, when there is 20 
expreſſion uſed, nor intimation given in the clauſe itſelf, 
that any ach ſends 1s intended 8 


the 
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the connexion itſelf; which, on this ſuppo- 
fition, would compel a tranſlator to render 
the words thus, ſbe was exceedingly grieved, 
fo as to be $UrFocaTED, like a perſen Hax ED. 
But what has this to do with the paſſage in 
1. Matthew, in which there is neither wia, 
nor any qualifying expreſſion whatſoever? 
But the ſuppoſition 1 is itſelf erroneous, and 
the word awaytaola in this place is to be 
taken according to the common acceptation, 
as is evident from conſidering the whole 
paſſage in a connected view. Taila axzoaca 
earn opolpa, ore AITATZAZOAL . ewe, Mia 
uey ru Tw Hal . ray momow TH, ONEIAOE aue 
tra, un To yipas ai A, ws! odums eig ads. 
Dr. Hammond ſays, that © this is not 
« of much validity, becauſe this conſide- 
« ration might be made uſe of to diſpel her 
cc melancholy.” | 
But this does not come up to the ſtrength 
of the expreſſion, if I ſhould Do ſo (cav dom 
THe), it will be à DISGRACE 10 my father. A 
natural death could be no diſgrace, but a vo- 
luntary one moſt certainly would be ſo. 
Aa 4 _ Bee 


Cas 1 


-Beſiges, on the ſuppoſition that Dr. Ham- 
mond's remark: was juſt, ſuch a conſideration. 
would not have been uſed by her,, but ſug- 


geſted by her friende; and even then the 
ane could not be accounted for. See alſo 
Whithy,. vol. J. p. 226, 227. The Hebrew 
alſo of Fagius, and the Syriac, adopt the 
common interpretation. Munſter 8 edition 
is defective r 

 Heinfus, ( Exercitat. . p. 76, 77.) in 
addition to the. inſtances, produced by Mr. 
Wakefield, quotes the Claſarium Vetus, which 
renders Ayxouay by Angort . 

But did not Heinſius know, that beſides 
ths ango is derived from ayx»,. the original 
meaning of ango itſelf is to ſuffocate or 
ftrangle? Thus, in Virgil, (Georg. III. 
495.) it is ſaid of canine madneſs, 


--===- Canibus landi is rabies venit, & quatit egros 
* . * ae, ac Kn Angit , | 


On which” paſſage it is obſervable, that 
rabies qu ali 1 a meaning « of angit, which, 
err eee 


L m1 
without duch a * 2 ently | 
to . 
80 al in Ou (Tn. lib. v. Eleg. 1, 
v. 63.) Strangulat incliſus dolor (which I 


ſuppoſe is the paſſage referred to by Mr. 
Wakefield) is a phraſe in which the meaning 


of - trangulat is qualified by dolor. Both 
theſe quotations, however, as they ſhow 
plainly the proper ſignification of angit, and 


ſingly taken, can have no ſignification but 
that which is commonly aſcribed to them, 
and expreſſes the actions from wich this 
Hignifcation is derived.® = 


* That ange properly fignißes to frangle is manifeſt 


from Virgil, Eueid VIII. 260, 261. | In Lucan alſo 
(lib. VI. v. 107.) the fagnant air and waters are Laid d | 


fuſſecate, 
A. — ſpatiofis collibus hoſtis 
Acre non pigro, nec inertibus ANGITUR undis. 


But here the derived ſenſe of angitur is clearly marked 
out by aere pigro, and inertibus undis. So that this paſ- 
Arme i wpplonly sen 
uſed in an unqualified manner. 


| Dinmede , 


ftrangulat, demonſtrate that theſe words, | 


1; When 


| 1 

When therefore Philoxenus, in the _— 
rium vetus, explains aYxu by angit, (as he 
alſo dots anf by andi and ayxia by 
angitur) he plainly does ſo, both becauſe ange 
in its primary meaning has the ſame fignifi- 
cation as ayx», and is derived from it.“ 
But does it follow from thence that he would 
Intimate that au has as many meanings as 
ango? On the ſame principle it might be 
ſaid, that becauſe vivo (for inſtance) in 
Latin, ſignifies zo live, it has all the various 
ſignifications which the Eugliſb verb has, 
and that therefore vivere in domo is Latin for 
zo live in a houſe. But the erroneouſneſs of 
ſuch an idea is too manifeſt to need any 
—_— Nc x 

HFeinſius refers alſo (in AF. p. 248. Exer- 
citat. Sacr.) to Ariftophanes (in Nub. v. 


Diamedes, the grammarian, too, quoted by Faber 
(ſab voc. ange) gives the ſame interpretation of this 
verb. (lib. I. p. 861.) Px roco, prefecaevi, Probus 
quaſi novum vocem miratur. AnGc1T enim weteres dicebant. 


* It is worthy of obſervation, chat in this ame Gloſ- 
ſarium a Nα 1s rendered by sus EX DO ME. 
778.) 
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778.) as confirming his interpretation in the 
expreſſion arent vpe, But this is directly 
againſt him. For theſe words are here to 
be taken in the common ſenſe, as will be 
evident to any one who examines this and 
the preceding verſes, | 

 Anayxootau is uſed by Ariſtophanes alſo in 
Nub. 984, and/\awayxs in Veſpis 684 in a 
figurative ſenſe, as appears from the con- 
nexion; and perhaps it is taken in the ſame 
ſenſe in Nub. 1388. But in none of theſe 
paſſages is it expreſſed in the abſolute and 
unqualified manner in which it occurs in the 
verſe under conſideration. In Pace. v. 795. 
it is uſed in the common ſenſe. 

Aſg» alſo. occurs in ſeveral places of the 
ſame author, but in no one, in ſuch a ſenſe 

as to be favourable to Heinſius's hypotheſis. 

la the account given of Achitophel 
(2 Sam. xvii. 23.) the obvious meaning of 
awmfdo is, he hanged himſelf. Indeed the 
whole tenour of the ſtory leads to this. 
According to Dr. Taylor pan is uſed in 
three places of the Old Teſtament, in all of 
which 
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which it Ggnifies frangulore, and the noun 
pm ſtrangulatio, without the addition of 
præ dulore. And not only do all the ver- 
1 3 Na "45; att N \ Hons 


* - * * " * 
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* Mr. Wakefield ſays (Interadl Evid. of Chriftianiy, 
þ. 81, 82.) „the Hebrew" word employed upon that 
occaſion (by which I apprebend he means the occaſion 
of Achitophel's death) . is pri, which is alſo adopted 
« by all the other Oriental verſions, to which I have 

«« acgeſs, both here, and in St. Matthew, except by 
« the Coptic and Perfic ; who ſeem, however, to have 
followed the uſual acceptation of the paſſage.” . 
If I rightly, underſtand this paſſage, Mr, Wakefield 
means, that 2207 is interpreted in all the Oriental ver- 
ſions, ſo as to favour his idea concerning che death of 
Judas, except the Coptic and Perſic. 

As he acknowledyes theſe two to be againſt him, no- 
thing need be faid of them. But What do the other 
Qriental verſions ſay 2. If credit is to be given to 
alu s tranilation of theſe. verſions in 2 Sam. xvii. 23. 
che Chaldee paraphraſe has, a. Abilopbel, c. — diſpeſus 
fuper bominem demus fue, et STANGULAVIT SESE, & 
mirtuus oft, c. The Syriac, Abitophel autem—diſpeſita 
re familiari $TRANGULAYIT SEIPSUM;'&c, Whenee 
when is it, that Mr. Wakefield intimates that t ver- 
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A 
(3. ; 


n * 


1 
ſions - agree in the fame. Ggnification in this 
expreſoly, NP mmm, which is 'tranflated 
by Walton, E &TRANOULAVIT SESE,: et ur- 


tuns off, The interpretation of the Rabbins 


ſeems to have * more e Wen 


4, 


n caſe of gude dead hens a 
conſideration ; the Syriac and Perfic render. the word 
awnytdlo, by firangulavit le; the Arabic, by /u/pendit 
A, and even the Ethnopic (which, 'atcortling to Mil, 
with whom Fe:ftis agrees, in his Proleg,"p. 111. i 
verſis turbida ei confuſa et fenſu nenmunquam tot cale al 
errans.) renders it, by frangulatus fait. And the Coptic 
plainly ſays, er abizt $USPENDIT 3h, - 
Which, therefore, of al theſe verſions will Mr. Wake- 

field fay, had not followed: the _ comrade of the 
bange? = 

Mr, Wakeßeld is, in ing tt 
che aſſertion which follows.z that n, nevuen ONCE 


clearly employed n ſignif HAXGING,;”! which, on the 
contrary, ſeems to ſignify nothing de; and the paſſage 


in Job (ch. vii. 1.) Which ke affects 2 Hake by Acta 
of, though not found in ſome of the verſions, is ſo ex- 
pref6ly againit him, and at the fame time, fo well con- 


nected with the preceding and ſubſequent verſes, that 
it will be no eaſy matter for him. to. prove it either 


than 


e improper. 


nn 
i 
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than a verſion: at leaſt I am led to this 
concluſion from the following obſervation of 
Malvenda (in Pol. Synops. in 2 Sam. xvii. 23.) 
« Quidam Hebræorum morbo cum ſuffoca- 
e um volunt, ab angina; abſurdum enim pu- 
dent virum pradentem ſeipfum Juſdendiſe.” 

The fenſe which Mr. Wakefield gives to 
the paſſage which he quotes from the Jeru- 
falem Targum on Gen. xxii. 20. does not 
ſeem to me to be ſupported either by Walton 
or Buxtorf, The words in the original are, 
NPR 1Þ Dh Dre Dun d NAP) 
which Walton tranſlates, um ſurrexit Sara, et 
clamavit, et ſulfocata oft, et mortua pre An- 
GUSTIA.: This, if Kasi Lexicon Chal- 
daicum be any authority, is a perfectly ac- 
curate tranſlation ; and with this Caftell 
in the word part (which i is much the ſame 
as ub , and is by Buxtorf reckoned under 


che ſame head) perſectly agrees. 


. , RÞ'2K ID» præ anguſtia, tbrougb difireſs 'o 
ads. are here the qualifying expreſſions, de- 
termining the nature of the event which 
cauſed the ſuffocation and death of Sarah. 

But 
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But mis is no parellel to the .ab/olute and 
unqualified phraſe in St. Matthew. Mr. 


Wakefield's verſion, /ffrangulata est, at mar- 
tua eft ftrangulationibus, even if it conveyed 
accurate ideas, would make againſt him. 

There is therefore no inſtance, as far "as 


1 can diſcover, which will warrant the inter- 


pretation given by Hammond, Grotius, Hein- 
Aus, Priccur, and Mr. Wakefield, to Matt. 
xxvii. 5. But there is one fo directly againſt 
them, that though it is included in Whitby 8 
authorities, I cannot help producing it. 910 
is in Arrian (lib. I. cap. ii. p. 12. edit. 
Upton). Te awaytagior un tr apopiſley.. Or 
ſev wa rig dn evholer, ALAN Amir garo. 
Which is the very n e oy St. 
Matthew. * 

Nor can I reſiſt the temptstion of inſert: 
ing a paſſage from Artemidorus, which is re- 
ferred to by Pricæus, as favourable to his 
idea of the verſe before us ; but which, on a 
fair examination, appears to me to. have the 
contrary. tendency, and to eſtabliſh the 


common ieee. Artemidorus fays | 
(in 


6. 
(in his boo concerning the Iurer pretation of 
Dreams, lib. II. cap. xxvi) Acaf kalt aan ea 
 avafhoal, NUL nt ro. abel, d ro TTM. 
RAINON - res; .ANLJADXOMENOLE: - v mailt pon 
luna m 71 ang, dd bars tig an Tor oneiper aue 
Kai ſar 6, AHAHXOMEN OZ, aer: Ty TH EIIBAI- 
NEL, t u EIII EAPAE. . For here Artemi- 
dares ſpeaks both of hanging, and of not re- 
maining a! home, as ſignifying the ſame event, 
and | particularly deſcribes the - former of theſe. ; 
. Thovgh, it may. be allowed, that cue and 
aims are ſometimes, or even frequently uſed 
in the ſenſe which Mr. Wakefield aſſigns to 
| them; Day, though they may often include the 
ſame meaning with ax and anayxs, it by no 
means follows that they, are. all ſo much-of 
the ſame ſignification, as to become con- 


venible terms, Ii ſeems, rather chat, the 
tuo former, are to he taken in a general, and 


* e 0; 8s: in 2 Dans. Perrier ſenſe. 
2 
12. 10 59701 


J 
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nnen help remarking a ke, | into which 
; ee 14 0, 
eee Saire (p. 77.) he ſays, « Nec de fi 

m1 | | . 9 ö 8 5 5 


U „ 


1 the verſes, therefore, quoted from Athe- | 
2 e ebene 
os Nil there are ſuch e e intzo-. 
_ duced, as neceſſarily lead to the metaphorical 

ſenſe of the word. And I am apt to think, 
that in the uſe of mv and anvanly themſelyes; 
the natural ſenſe is. always to be followed, 
where there are nd circuniſtances-which de- 
termine them to a | metaphorical. meaning, 
Thee moe however, Abed:ng.09 5 


| 


3 
r —— 
„ ON AIZ: E quo loco patet quoque; a/ov et alxomy 
ids eſſe.” 1 a : 
Ia ed, 1 hend be inclized to dra the - 
mary 'conclukion'; that therefore n, and aſxorjv are | 


Au, fromeach other. | Biſ#Dioſcorides would never 


have uſed the word coudlag to expreſs more dearly the 
| idea which he wiſhed to convey by wunſasg. It ſeems 
moſt likely that he takes wyiſus; in the general ſenſe here 
alluded to, and aſxoray in the particular one. I. ſhould 
therefore be incliped to tranſlate the paſſage thus: They 
. cauſe $UFFOCAT IONS, like tag eee, which ariſe 


from HANGING. 23 
J 
5 3 of 


t 
reipect to the paſſage in St. Matthew ; for 
the reaſons above aſſigned. In reality, no 
argument can be drawn from the meaning 
of either æοο or amoruſo to lead to a deciſion 
on ſo different a word as analxauas. 1 
The examples, therefore, adduced by Mr. 
Wakefield from Lucian,* whatever they may 
determine as to the meaning of the two for- 
mer of theſe words, can have no force with 


reſpect to anayxoa: and of conſequence have 


no tendency towards the deciſion of the point 
before us. The ſame may be ſaid of ayxom 
But even in theſe, I am convinced that the 

paſſages adduced by Mr. Wakefield do not 
affect the queſtion. For in that which I have 
quoted from Plutarch, ai plainly has a 
metaphorical ſignification, Juggefted by the 
very words which accompany it; and in Lu- 
cian's Timon,f am is to be rendered quaff 


Comment on Matt. xxvii. 5, p. 387. 
1 Edit. Kent. p- 143. I cannot help requeſting Mr. 
Wakefield to be more accurate in his references, as from 
a want of this, 1 found great difficulty in getting at the 
NS WII quoted as authorities. 
Juſpendinm ; 


- 
” 
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fuſpendium ; Aſxom- ſap iy pu ui 
For this would be à very HANGING % thei. 
Accordingly the paſſage is very properly 
tranſlated' (by Kent, 1 apo Hur enim reo 
ee 4 n 8 | 
In the Cataplus of Lucian (vol. 1. p. 437 
edix Benedict.) mw is proper, but perhaps 
af world be hardly ſo. The ſame may be 
ſaid of azoanys in De Mercedes Condi, p. 498. 
But in both theſe places the metaphierieal 
| meaning of theſe words, and of conſequenee, - 
their inapplicableneſs to the "a3/olute phraſe 
of St. Matthew, is manifeſtly AY ty 
ho connexion in which they are uſe. 
In Mark v. 15. node is uſed in its Is J 
per and natural ſenſe. But can this afford 
; any proof that ayxXu Or anaryXu muſt be ſynony- 
mous to it? or if it were, do not the words 
wv Ty dab ſhow the cauſe of their /uffocation? 
Is this the caſe in the paſſage of St. Mat- 
thew? Ovught not then the obvious and 
common interpretation to be followed? | 
Though, “the Greeks, to expreſs fuli- | 
« cide, commonly employed the phraſes, | 
B b 2 | 6 geox 9 
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= the — did ro 1 amply | 
none to expreſs the particular kind of ſuicide 
in queſtion? Is not araſxzwa plainly one of 
theſe? Auloxay, auloforul@r, are general terms; 
vnſo ig eſs, general; Bpuxor dar. or à ab, 
though uſed even by two lexicographers, 
may perhaps be poetical terms, f Axe and 
araſxa ſeem ee eee 
expreſſions. 

Mr. Wakefield has given the world his 
remarks on the verſe i in queſtion, no doubt, 
from a laudable wiſh to reconcile. two ſacred 
hiſtorians. My ideas on this ſubject may 
be ſeen in the foregoing letters, and Sayre 
need not be repeated here. 

1 cannot, however, on this cheating 
avoid propoſing to him this queſtion; which, 
I think, it concerns all ae 
writers FIAT to. 5 


. « Wakes. on Mie p. 397. ü. — | 


1 Vid. Homer. re 57 e 719 
above quod om ard. "ge 


Is 


pas Lu] 

Is n in order to deter- 
mine the meaning of a diſputed expreſſion, 
that arguments ſhould be drain from con: 
ſiſtencies or inconſiſtencies in narrations of 
facts? Two hiſtorians, for inſtance, appear 
to differ in the relation of an event: the 
queſtion is, do their accounts n 
each other? 5 
| To gfime « particular meaning of fad 

uſed by one of them, in order to make his 
account agree with that- of the other hiſto- 
rian, is taking their ' agreement fur granted; 
which is the matter to be proved, not ofiimed. 
In all caſes, the known and commorn'ac- 
ceptation of words in good authors, is the 
beſt method of determining ſuch diſficulties. 
If this: method be followed in the queſion 
before us, the diſpute, as I ſhould think, 
will be at once ſettled. At leaſt; this js the 
method which I have endeavoured to purſue. 

Recommending, therefore, theſe remarks 
to Mr. Wakefield's conſideration, I beg 
leave to conclude, with aſſuring him, and 
my readers, that 1 have made them public 


LE % 

under the full impreſſion of the following 
obſervations of one rn 

98 authors of all antiquity. 
Eſt omnis cognitio multis obſtrudta dif- 
« ficultatibus ; eaque eſt, et-in ipſis rebus 
« obſcuritasʒ et in judiciis noſtris infirmitas, 
« ut, non fine cauſa, antiquiſſimi et doctiſ- 
« ſimĩ invenire ſe poſſe, quod cuperent, dif- 
« fi ſint. Hoc liberiores et ſolutiores ſu- 
mus, quod integra nobis eft judicandi po- 
4e gat; nec, ut omnia que præſcripta et 
te quaſi imperata ſint, defendamus, neceſſitate 
Ione” Cic. AcadP. 
From which I would wiſh to draw, and 
recommend, this 'conclufion : < nos qui ſe: 
e quimur probabilia, nec ultra quam id quod 
a veriſimile occurrit, progredi poſſumus — 
« et refellere fine pettinatia, et refelli, fine 
86 Cn, 1 abs ſumus.“ _Tuſe. onde) 


A * 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


THE e of hs proces wes 
him for a conſiderable” time, a courſe of remarks on the 
Three Greek Tragedians, which he is deſirous to lay 
before the public. No good edition has yet appeared 
either of Sophocles, Euripides, or Æſchylus. Could the 
author be furniſhed with proper aſſiſtance, he hopes that 


be could preſent the world with a correct and uſeful 


edition of each of theſe poets. © The text he would col- 
late with the beſt Mſs. and the notes he would collect, 
with care and impartiality from all thoſe, who have in 
any reſpect, contributed their illuſtrations. The Greek 
Scholia he would preſerve complete. To theſe he 
He has already completed, on this plan, a ſet of notes 
on the Agamemnon of Aſchylus, but, for want of 


them. 

n 
able labour, and be accompanied with great expenſe, 
it cannot be ſuppoſed that he ſhould engage in it, with- 
cout a proſpect of being under no hazard of loſing by it. 

Should any of the friends of claſſical learning be in- 
clined to give encouragement to this undertaking; 
applications by letter (poſt paid) to the Rev. John Pope, 


at Hackney College, will be properly attended to, and 


duly anſwered. - 


— 


proper encouragement, has not ventured to publiſh 
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p. 165, L a, for is entitled 


10 er vet. P. 172, |. 3, f. thoſe r. theſe 1014. f. eed r. 
ü e 3» ſe ſe ; fe 
Ly ea 
be, P.210, l. 7 


_ r. theſe. P. 214, l. 5, r. Griefbach. P. 223, 4. 11, dele 
25 e e boom — ; 


P. 195, I. 22, r. and is ſuppoſed, P. 196. 


ertim. P. 203, I. 10, f. are r. are meant to 
the bottom, dele For. P. 212, 1. 8, for 


itentes. P. 23a, 
1 9, r. ord. P.235,1,6, r r. in in the ſhort . P. 236, J. 10, 
r. theſe. P. 238, I. 5, f. grannivxt, P. 263, I. 4 from the bot - 


tom, dele comma after mreyrium. P. 264, J. 7 from the bottom, 
f. period r. comma. P. 265, I. 14, r. in perſecutione. P. 281, l. 3 
fromthe hors f. nunc f. bunc. Fs 37 |. & Group the hayporh, 

r. ſagaciffimi, P. 296, I. 8, * P. 308, I. 6 from the bot- 


r. 22217 I. ult, f. cxerentus 


r. habitation, Ly 319, — 
T. mur. P. 334, m, f. Diagnet. r. Diaguet; 
J. 4 from the ——4 f Rom, r. RAPP Remarks, P. * 
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the bottom, f. Art, r. 3, 


